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PUBLIC RESPONSE TO DEIS 


10.1 Introduction 


Public hearings on the Diamond Chuitna Coal Project draft DEIS 

were conducted by EPA in Alaska during August 1988. Specific 

dates and locations were: Anchorage (August 17, 
 Tyonek 
(August 18, 1988) , and Soldotna (August 1988). Testimony 
was presented at the Anchorage and Tyonek hearings; no testimony 
was presented at the Soldotna hearing. 

The hearing officer for all three hearings was Mr. Rich 

Sumner of EPA Region 10. Each hearing was opened by Mr. 

Sumner, who explained the NEPA and EIS process. Mr. Rick 

Seaborne, the Diamond Chuitna EIS project officer for EPA, 

then described the proposed project and the DEIS. Following 

these introductions, public testimony was taken. Transcripts of 

each hearing were kept and are available from: 


Mr. Rick 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Environmental Evaluation Branch, M/S WD-136 

1200 6th Ave. 

Seattle, Washington 98101 


Testimony presented at the public hearings included 

support for the project by both the Municipality of Anchorage 

and the Archdiocese of Anchorage, a request to include a 

recent Kenai Peninsula Borough planning document in the EIS, 

concern by Tyonek residents that the existing dock at the 

North Forelands be considered for coal transportation, and 

concerns regarding the effects of offshore facilities on 

commercial fishing, and the effects of the project on area 

residents. 


Written comments were received from seven individuals and 

organizations: 


1. 	 U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental 

Pro j ect Review (Department of the Interior 

Agencies) 


2. 	 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska District 


3. 	 State of Alaska, Division of Governmental Coordination 

(State of Alaska Agencies) 


4. 	 Beluga Coal Company 




- Ladd 

- 
- 
- 

- 
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- 

- 

5. Tyonek Native Corporation 


6. Trustees for Alaska 


7. Ms. Tamara Smid 


The following is a list of the primary concerns raised at 

the DED public hearings and in written comments received 

during the DEIS public review period. Each comment and 

response is summarized in Section 10.2. Section 10.3 contains 

copies of written comments. 


Detailed information on the 
 port site, eastern and 

northern transportation corridors is lacking. 


The North Forelands port site should not be eliminated. 


Mitigation chapter needs revision. 


Air quality analysis is not adequate. Special attention 

should be given to use of dust suppressant chemicals, 

fugitive dust from truck hauling, and enclosure of the 

conveyor. 


The water quality discussions need attention, especially 

sections dealing with location of sewage and 

burial of sludge, mixing zones, and the draft NPDES 

permits. The information contained in the EIS should be 

updated per current Alaska water quality standards. 


Concern still exists regarding the effect of the project 

on subsistence resources. 


Information in the EIS needs to be updated per the Alaska 

surface coal mining permit, especially sections dealing 

with revegetation, reclamation, soil, and topsoil. 


10.2 Response to Public Comments 


This chapter summarizes the comments received during the public 

comment period for the DEIS. These include both written and oral 

comments. Responses to each comment are provided after the 

respective comment summary. In some cases, the comment has 

resulted in a change to the text. The locations of these changes 

are indicated in the appropriate comment response. Please note 

that the comment summaries reference page numbers from the DEIS, 

not the FEIS. 




O 

( DO1 1 

PH 

Ortho-phosphate-P 

Beryl1 

Paul D. Gates Office of Environmental Projects Review 


Comment 


1. EIS should have specific ground-water monitoring plans. 


Applicant initiated baseline ground-water monitoring in 1982 

which has continued to the present. These plans are 

referenced in Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS. ASMCRA Volume XVII, 

pages 4-232 through 4-237 discusses pre-operational and 

operational ground-water monitoring. Pre-operational 

monitoring will be implemented upon the commencement of 

construction and will phase into operational monitoring. 

Monitoring well locations appear in Map 4.12-31 (ASMCRA permit 

application). All wells will be monitored semi-annually for 

water quality. These wells are in alluvium, at springs, in 

the overburden, Blue Coal, Red 3 Coal, Red 2 Coal, Sub-R2 

Sand, Red 1 Coal, and Sub Red 1 Sand formations. Water 

quality parameters include: 


Total Dissolved Solids Aluminum 

Antimony 


Conductivity Arsenic 

Temperature 

Total Suspended Solids 
Turbidity 
Total Hardness 
Calcium 
Magnesium 
Sodium 
Potassium 
Ammonia-N 
Total Alkalinity 
Bicarbonate 
Carbonate 
Hydroxide 
Chloride 
Fluoride 
Kjeldahl-N 
Nitrate + Nitrite-N 
Sulfate 

ium 

Boron 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Selenium 

Silica 

Silver 

Titanium 

Zinc 

Phenol 

Total Organic Carbon 


Total Phosphorus-P 




Comment 

i.e., 

j 

2. 	 Map faults that affect ground-water flow and discuss effect 

on aquifers. 


Response 


Faults added to Figure 2-4 in the FEIS. Effects on 

aquifers is discussed in Section 4.4.1 and 5.3.2.1 of 

the FEIS. 


Comment 


3. 	 Ladd Port site is not described in as much detail as 

Granite Point. Must be studied and quantified (HEP or 

other). 


The configuration of the Ladd port site, 
 facilities 

and their layout, would be similar to that described for 

the Granite Point port site. Figures 2-12 and 2-13 are 

generic and apply to either port site. Additional baseline 

environmental information for the Ladd port site has been 

added to Chapter 4.0 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


4. 	 No comprehensive mitigation plan for each alternative. 


The mitigation plan included in the project proposal 

consisting of mitigation 

pro ect 
measures committed to by the 


applicant for all components, is discussed in 

Chapter 2.0. The discussion of environmental consequences 

(Chapter 5.0) has taken these mitigation measures into 

account. Chapter 6.0, which has been substantially 

revised, summarizes the detailed mitigation, reclamation, 

and monitoring requirements imposed by the State of Alaska 

through the Alaska Surface Coal Mining Program and other 

permitting programs; requirements of federal and local 

permitting programs; and other measures which could be 

considered by the permitting agencies. Measures 

pertaining to road construction or construction of the 

port sites are applicable to any route or location chosen. 

Many site-specific details will be handled in individual 

agency permits. 




O 

DO1 #4, 

Northern/Ladd 
e.g., 

& 

O Bielawski 

Larry Reeder U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Anchorage) 


Comment 


1. 	 Mitigation must be treated more fully. Mitigative measures 

in the text must be listed separately (reducing, avoiding, 

minimizing). Also, list mitigative requirements from the 

Division of Mining permit stipulations. 


See response to 
 comment 
 above. Also, Chapters 2.0 and 

3.0 discuss mitigative measures which avoid, reduce, or 

minimize potential adverse impacts which might occur as a 

result of this project. 


Comment 


2. 	 The detail of Ladd corridor development is not on the same 

level as the others. 


Additional information on the 
 corridor is 

included in this document, baseline environmental 

studies (Chapter 4.0) and preliminary engineering (Chapter 2.0 

and 5.0) for the road. 


Comment 


3. 	 Draft 404 (b) (1) evaluation developed by Dames 
 Moore left 

out of Appendix C. 


Draft 404 (b) (1) evaluation has been included in FEIS. 


Patty Division of Governmental Coordination, State 

of Alaska 


Comment 


1. 	 DEIS team should review the technical evaluation done by State 

of Alaska during Phase I permitting and incorporate the 

monitoring and mitigation developed for the mine component's 

first 10 years. 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been substantially rewritten and 

includes State of Alaska permitting, monitoring, and 

mitigation. 




DO1 #4 #1 

federal/state/ 

ResDonse 

federal/state/applicant 

S-2 

Comment 


2. 	 Not enough information regarding mixing zone in receiving 

water. 


See added paragraph in Section 2.3.3.1 of the FEIS. Mixing 

zones for turbidity are referenced in the proposed final NPDES 

permit or the mine area included in Appendix D of this FEIS, 

subject to 401 certification by ADEC. 


Comment 


3 .  	 Mitigation to be adopted by applicant and supported by EPA is 
unclear. 

ResDonse 


See Chapter 2.0 and revised FEIS Chapter 6.0. See also 

responses to 
 comment 
 and 	ACE comment 
 above. 

Mitigation measures are required in the state mining permit, 

other state permits, EPA, and COE permits. 


Comment 


4 .  	 Mitigation should be formulated by a applicant 

forum. 


A meeting was held 11/1/88 to discuss 

mitigation. The agencies subsequently reviewed the revised 

Chapter 6.0 (Mitigation, Reclamation, and Monitoring) and the 

preliminary FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 

5. 	 Conveyor should be covered on all sides; not just at stream 


crossings. 


ResDonse 


The conveyor is covered by a dome-shaped top and on the 

windward side to prevent wind dispersion of coal and fines 

from the belt. One side is left open below the belt to 

allow visual inspection and maintenance access to the rollers 

and the belt. Coal and fines cannot pass through the 

belt to fall under the conveyor. However, as an added 

level of safety, 
 are 	put under the conveyor at 




the 

state's 

2.3.5 

artist's 

stream crossings. At an unusually sensitive area such as the 

Chuitna River crossing, the conveyor is completely enclosed 

for maximum safety. 


Comment 


Page 2-9 

6. 	 FEIS should address the necessity of a mixing zone to meet 


Alaska Water Quality Standards. 


Response 


Paragraph added to Section 2.3.3.1 discusses the 

applicability of mixing zones. Mixing zones for turbiditiy 

are referenced in permit for the mine area which is 
included in Appendix D of this FEIS subject to 401 
certification by ADEC. 

Comment 

Page 2-14, Fig. 2-4 
7. 	 Figure and statements regarding treatment systems for sediment 


ponds should be revised per stipulations. 


Response 


Figure 2-4 of the FEIS has been revised. Wording added to 

Section of the FEIS per ASMCRA stipulations. 


Comment 


Page 2-15 

8. 	 Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-10 do not agree regarding buried moose 


crossings on bluffs at Chuitna River crossing. 


Response 


The crossing shown on Fig. 2-7 (DEIS and FEIS) is just outside 

the area shown in Fig. 2-10. The map scales of the map and 

the conception differ from one another. 


Comment 


Page 2-16, Fig. 2-8 

9. 	 Gravel sources must be more clearly delineated and 


explanation provided regarding why they are the best 

locations. 




I1Partially enclosedI1 

5-2. 

ResDonse 

i.e., 
12R 

ResDonse 


Material sites have been selected on the basis of the gravel 

available and proximity to areas where gravel is needed. 

Further delineation will be provided in the state lease 

process prior to gravel extraction. 


Comment 


10. 

-19	Page 2

conveyor needs further explanation. 


ResDonse 


See response to comment 5 pertaining to page 


Comment 


11. 	 Distance or design criteria established for southern corridor 

cannot necessarily be transferred to other corridors. 

(related to buried animal crossings) 


The criteria for moose crossings for the southern corridor are 

consistent with criteria established for crossing designed 

elsewhere in Alaska (see Van Ballenberghe 1977; Eide and 

Miller 1979). Therefore, the criteria can be applied to the 

northern or eastern corridor as well. The Diamond Chuitna 

project would provide crossings at a frequency of about 1.7 

per mile plus all stream crossings. Moose crossing structures 

were set at an average of one per mile on the trans-Alaska oil 

pipeline; it was demonstrated that moose passage was achieved. 

Adjusting the location of specific crossings to coincide with 

existing moose trails on all road and conveyor alternatives 

would provide even better accommodation of seasonal moose 

movements. Detailed wildlife utilization patterns will be 

confirmed by the wildlife monitoring program during the first 

two years of road operation. 


Comment 


Page 2-25, 2-44 

12. 	 Document should reference fuel handling standards, 
 100% 


of capacity of largest tank and 
 of freeboard. 




information 
form 

Response 


The Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) 

plan will be written to incorporate federal and state fuel 

handling standards. New wording added to Section 2.10.3 

of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 2-27 

13. 	 Burial of sludge requires coordination with ADEC regulations 


regarding stabilization. 


Response 


Noted. 


Comment 


Page 2-30 

14. 	Paragraph 6, statement regarding covering unsuitable soil 


should be removed. (per DACC agreement with state) 


Response 


Wording removed from Section 2.8.1.1 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 2-34 

15. 	 Why is the fish mitigation plan and not the wildlife plan 


discussed here? 


Mitigation measures pertaining to wildlife are found 

throughout Chapter 2.0, but appear primarily in the 

discussions of revegetation, reclamation, and the 

transportation system. Chapter 6.0 also discuss 

mitigation measures for wildlife. Mitigation measures 

for fish are listed separately in Chapter 2.0 because it 

was more convenient to present the in a tabular 


in one place in the chapter. 


Comment 


Page 2-39, 2-41 

16. 	 Cleared trees must be peeled and stacked for the first 2 years 


to prevent beetle infestation before burning in the mine pit 

can commence. 




Comment 

ResDonse 

Response 


Trees susceptible to spruce bark beetles will be limbed and 

left in non-shady locations for no more than 1 year before 

being buried or burned. 


Page 2-41 

17. 	 Mitigation and erosion control after clearing conveyor 


corridor must be discussed. 


ResDonse 


Additional wording has been added to Section 2.9.3.2 to 

indicate that ground cover will be left in place where 

feasible to provide erosion protection. Revegetation is 

discussed in Section 2.8 and 2.9.3.2. 


Comment 


Page 2-46 

18. 	 Paragraph 4; Chemical dust suppressants must be identified as 


well as environmental considerations. 


ResDonse 


Chemical dust suppressants to be used will be magnesium 

chloride or calcium chloride. It is anticipated that they 

will be used only when rainfall or application of water is 

insufficient, probably only once or twice a year. Effects on 

aquatic and terrestrial resources are expected to be 

negligible. 


Comment 


Page 3-6 

19. 	 FEIS should recommend against long term truck hauling of coal 


due to effects on wildlife and air quality. 


Chapter 3.0 of the DEIS analyzes a number of project 

component options, including optional methods for 

transporting coal from the mine to the port site. The 

comment refers to one of these options, which would entail 

the use of haul trucks to transport coal throughout the 

life of the project. The adverse impacts to wildlife and 

air quality that would occur if haul trucks were used to 

transport coal to and from the port site at full 

production are discussed in the DEIS (pages 3-17 to 3-21). 




Ambient 

5.3.1.5 

Northern/Ladd 

Northern/Ladd Eastern/Ladd 

This option, which would include 311 round trips per day by 

haul trucks at full production, was eliminated from further 

consideration as discussed in Chapter 3.0 and is not proposed 

nor considered as an alternative in the DEIS. 


The proposed project, as analyzed in Chapter 5.0 entails 

construction of a coal conveyor which would be used to 

transport the coal to the port site. The DEIS analyzes the 

air quality impacts associated with 99 round trips by haul 

trucks (to and from the port site) per day. This is the 

maximum number of trips predicted during the period the 

conveyor is being constructed (at a production of 4 million 

tons per year). The conveyor would subsequently be used to 

transport coal to the port up to the maximum production level 

of 12 million tons per year. 


As stated on page 5-53 of the DEIS, construction and 

temporary emissions must comply with the National Air 

Quality Standards but are exempt from the Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments. These would 

include fugitive dust emissions from the haul road during this 

period the conveyor is being constructed. 


Comment 


Page 3-13 

20. 	 Weighing wildlife impacts on basis of acreage removed is 


simplistic: Attention should be paid to location and 

orientation of migration pathways, critical habitat, etc. to 

conveyor and roads. 


Response 


Wildlife impacts were weighed on the basis of several factors 

including direct habitat removal, quality of habitat, indirect 

habitat loss, and effect on animal movements as stated in 

Section and Appendix A. 


Comment 


Page 3-16 

21. 	 No data to support conclusion that effect of 


option on animal movements would be moderate. 


Response 


The effects of both the and 

option were judged to be moderate because both routes are 

generally at right angles to major large animal movements 

at lower elevations. Right angle crossings are generally 

considered to be less disruptive than routes which 




Northern/Ladd Eastern/Ladd 
Southern/Granite 

conveyor/transportation 

"northern/LaddW weastern/Laddll, 

"preferred 
eastern/Ladd 

(northern/Ladd, southern/Granite 

eastern/Ladd 

alternativew 

parallel animal migrations. The planned frequency of special 

wildlife crossings (nearly 2 per mile) is greater than applied 

on the trans-Alaska oil pipeline. Impacts to wildlife 

movements as a result of TAPS was minimal. Bear and moose are 

likely to encounter the and routes 

more often than they would the Point route. 

However, with adequately designed and spaced large mammal 

crossings, the differences between these options would be 

minimal. 


Comment 


Page 3-19 

22. 	 Applicant hasn't committed to building moose crossings along 


the conveyor route to Ladd. Must reference this as 

mitigation. 


Response 


The applicant has committed to building moose crossings at 

stream crossings and other locations along the road and 

conveyor system for the southern, eastern and northern 

corridors. See Section 2.4.2 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 3-33/35 

23. 	 FEIS must explain what applicant will do if NEPA preferred 


alternative and ROD differ from applicant's proposal regarding 

the route. 

Response 


alternative transportation routes, including 
the , and 'southern/ 
All three 

Granite Pointw routes, were compared in Chapter 3.0 of 

the DEIS. The 
 alternativeN, as designated in 

the DEIS and FEIS, incorporates the 

transportation route. Because the applicant has been 

unable to negotiate a right-of-way agreement for this 

route the two remaining alternative corridors 


and Point) were directly 

compared to determine which of these two routes were 

preferable if 
 were not developable. To 

eliminate possible confusion over the use of the term 

"secondary preferred (pages S-9 and 3-34 of 

the DEIS), this term has been eliminated from use in the 

FEIS. This does not in any way alter the comparative 

evaluation of the alternatives or conclusions leading to 

designation of the preferred alternative. 




(RODS) 

Alternative 

RODS. RODS 

"environmentally alternativeg1. 

EPAts EPAts 

Ladd) EPA8s 

10/404 

RODS 

agency's 

EPA and the Corps will issue separate Records of Decision 

subsequent to issuance of the FEIS. A brief 


description of factors considered in RODs is provided on 

page 1-2 of the DEIS. permitting decisions 

available to the agencies are described on page 3-39 of the 

DEIS. The final EPA and Corps permit decisions will 

be made after the FEIS is issued and will be reflected in 

the respective The will discuss the 

alternatives analyzed in the EIS and will designate an 


preferred 


With respect to the Diamond Chuitna project alternatives, 

ROD will indicate final NPDES permit action 

with respect to the two alternative port sites (Granite 
Point and . permit action could entail either 
the granting of an NPDES permit (for either port) or 
denial of the permit. The Corps' Section 
permitting authority extends to both the ports and the 
transportation corridors. The Corps' permitting decisions 
respective to these project components will be reflected in 
the Corps ROD. 

The environmentally preferred alternative, as designated 

in the agency RODs, may or may not be the alternative for 

which permits are granted. The will include a 

discussion of any factors that were considered in making 

the permit decisions, taking into account the 

statutory missions, economics, and feasibility questions. 

The RODs will also state what means to avoid or minimize 
environmental impacts were adopted through the permit 
actions, and the rationale. 

Comment 

Page 4-1 

24. 	 Paragraph 3: Moquawkie Indian Reservation was established in 


1915, not 1934. 


Response 


Text has been corrected on p. 4-1 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 4-17 

25. 	 Paragraph 2: Statement in first sentence must be expanded 


to explain that the Lone Ridge moose population is not 

small. Rut concentration has not been adequately 

explained. Also, reference fact that very little 

information regarding Lone Ridge rut concentration exists. 




Oct.'86 
Sept.'76. 

%on-ruralN 

moose/vehicle 

moose/vehicle 

Response 


See revised paragraph in Section 4.3.3.2 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 4-29 

26. 	 Explain how floods of compare to maximum recorded 


flood in 


Response 


Section 4.4.2.4 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect this 

new data. 


Comment 


Page 4-65 

27. 	 Paragraph 3: KPB is classified as indicatingthat 


subsistence is not a major part of economy. Subsistence is 

only important in certain areas, not whole KPB. 


Response 


Wording changed to clarify paragraph in Section 4.7.1.2 of the 

FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 4-89 

28. 	 Paragraph 2: Winter moose hunt was subsistence and 


recreational from 1983 to 1985; it is now subsistence only. 


Response 


Wording added to paragraph in Section 4.10.2 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 5-11 

29. 	 Direct loss of moose can occur from 


collisions. 


Response 


Section 5.3.1.5 addresses only the mine and mine facilities; 

most 
 collisions would occur in the 

transportation corridors. 




5.3.2.1 

comment 
1" 

(e.g., 

Comment 


Page 5-19 

30. 	 If proper construction and materials are used, ground water 


should not be degraded by leakage from sewer lines and sewage 

treatment plant. "Somewhat poorerw water quality resulting 

from mining should be more fully explained, ref. ASMCRA permit 

application Vol. XVII. 

Response 

Reference deleted from Section of the FEIS. 
Wording added to Sections 5.3.2.1 and 5.6.1.2 of the FEIS per 
ASMCRA. 

Comment 

31. 	 Mention possibility that natural stream temperatures and icing 

conditions could be modified by mine development. 


Response 


See response to Smid #7. Temperature changes are 

expected to be less than C from normal in the winter. 

Icing changes with this small temperature change are expected 

to be minimal. 


Comment 


Page 5-20 

32. 	 Surface water runoff in developed areas must meet Alaska Water 


Quality Standards; how will this be accomplished in areas 

outside the ASMCRA permit area? 


Response 


Proposed treatment of surface runoff outside ASMCRA area is 
reflected in the draft NPDES permits for the port alternatives 
and housing area (Appendix D). At the port sites and the 
housing facilities, runoff water will be collected in sediment 
ponds. The discharge from these ponds must meet state 
requirements. In areas of road construction, runoff will be 
controlled by: a) good construction practices, b) good erosion 
control practices, sediment fences, revegetation, 
etc.) , and c) minimization of surface disturbance as described 
in Sections 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6 of the FEIS. 



( e l  

Comment 


Page 5-25, 5-35 

33. 	 Discussion concerning water quality standards must be 


expanded. 


Resoonse 


Discussion has been expanded; see section 5.3.2.3. 


Comment 


Page 5-28 

34. 	 The most stringent water quality standards apply. Oil and 


grease must be addressed here. 


Resoonse 


This section is a discussion of EPA criteria for discharges 

from sediment ponds 
 federal effluent limitations as 

opposed to State of Alaska receiving stream criteria). The 

NPDES effluent limitation for pH is 6.0 to 9.0 (Appendix D) 

as stated in Section 5.3.2.3. Oil and grease limitations have 

been added to Section 5.3.2.3. 


Comment 


Page 5-30 

35. 	 Mixing zones must be addressed as well as water quality 


contingency plan required by state. 


Resoonse 


Wording added to Section 5.3.2.3 (General Criteria) of the 

FEIS regarding mixing zones and compliance. The state water 

quality contingency plan is an ASMCRA requirement and is 

discussed in section 6.2.1.1 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 5-31, 5-34, 5-81 

36. 	 Discrepancy between table 5-8, 5-9, and 5-25 and the 


standards. Also levels of hydrocarbons, oil and grease, 

turbidity and settleable solids are not included. 




EPAts Quality 
Itcriteriatt 

"Water Quality Summary.It 
ttlowest 

levelt1 

ug/l, 

"Not 

~rsenic 
ug/l." 

leachate 

Comnanv D r i r ,  

Reswonse 


The commentor cites information from Criteria 

for Water 1986 (Gold Book) regarding chronic for 

arsenic and copper. The concentrations cited are from a table 

entitled, 
 Criteria 
 However, the 

concentrations cited (as noted in this table) are 

observed effect (MEL) values. M E L  values are not 

necessarily the criteria because these values are species 

specific. Furthermore, states are allowed to interpret 

information in EPA publications to derive specific criteria. 

In this case, the values cited by the commentor are not the 

Alaska criteria. This becomes apparent if one reads the text 

of the Gold Book rather than relying on the Water Quality 

Criteria Summary table. Using arsenic, for example, the 

commentor states that fresh water and marine water chronic 

criteria for arsenic are 48 and 5 
 respectively. The 


(V).commentor fails to note these values are only for arsenic 
Regarding fresh water, the Gold Book states, enough data 
are available to allow derivation of numerical national water 
quality criteria for freshwater aquatic life for inorganic 
arsenic (V)... (V) affected freshwater aquatic plants 
at concentrations as low as 48 

Also, corrections have been made on Tables 5-8, 5-9, and 

5-25 in the FEIS. The parameters listed in Tables 5-8, 

5-9, and 5-25 are based on all the available information at 

the time the DEIS was written. At that time, it was 

anticipated that coal presentedthe highest potential 

for degrading receiving stream water quality. Therefore, 

these tables include all the parameters analyzed in Diamond 

Alaska Coal Column and 
 Leach Studv performed by 

Bookcliffs (1985). Although turbidity and settleable solids 

were not measured in this study, total suspended solids were 

and appear in the tables. Hydrocarbons and oil and grease 

were also not measured in the Bookcliffs study. It should be 

noted that the EPA criteria for oil and grease have been added 

to Section 5.3.2.3 Surface Water Quality, General Criteria. 


Comment 


Page 5-32 

37. 	 DEIS does not specify if, how and what flocculants will be 


used. 




"Mine 
Iu "Pit Drainagew. 

"Pit Drainagew 

Response 


Additions made to Section 5.3.2.3 of the FEIS, 
 Site 

Runoff 
and 
 Several f locculants have been 

tested using soils from the mine site. The flocculants 

(polyethylene oxide, lime, ferric chloride and ammonium 

sulfate) all performed well under certain conditions. The 

choice of which will be used depends on the nature of 

suspended solids. This will vary in different areas and 

stages of the project. The choice of an individual flocculent 

will depend on actual field data obtained during construction 

and operation. 


Comment 


Page 5-33 

38. 	 DEIS should reference applicant's commitment to pump only from 


in-pit sumps when discharge can meet Alaska Water Quality 

Standards. 


Response 


Addition made to Section 5.3.2.3, 
 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 5-69 

39. 	 Paragraph 1: Discuss all potential effects of subsistence in 


one section. 


Response 


The document is organized so that the effects of each project 

component on subsistence is discussed separately. Therefore, 

the entire subsistence discussion is not consolidated under 

Section 5.3 which deals only with the mine and mine area. 

References to following sections have been inserted in Section 

5.3 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 5-69 

40. 	 Paragraph 4: DEIS prediction of no drastic decline in moose 


abundance is unsubstantiated. Reference state monitoring 

program. 


Response 


Section 5.3.7.2 of the FEIS has been reworded. 




fails 

Comment 


Page 5-80 

41. 	State standards do not allow ground-watermixing; this section 


should be rewritten. 


See additional wording in Section 5.4.1.2 of the FEIS. 

Also, the commentor is correct regarding the use of 

ground-water dilution to achieve water quality standards. 

The intent of this narrative was to explain that some 

parameters may periodically exceed their criteria for the 

protection of aquatic life as the water infiltrates toward 

the ground-water table. Even if this water resurfaces 

before reaching the ground-water table, the volume of 

seepage into a stream or lake would be low, resulting in 

no adverse impacts to aquatic life. 


Comment 


Page 5-85 

42. 	 Effect of sediment loading on Cook Inlet due to this project 


must be addressed. 


This comment was directed to Section 5.4.1.2 but should 

have been directed to Section 5.4.1.3, Marine Water 

Quality. See additional wording in Section 5.4.1.3 of t h e 

FEIS. 

Comment 


Page 5-86 

43. 	 Use and disposal of solvents in repair and maintenance shops 


is not addressed. 


Response 


See additional wording in Section 5.4.1.2 of the FEIS. Oil 

and grease traps at the mining facilities are designed to 

handle the full anticipated output with a large safety factor 

added. In addition, oil skimmers at the ponds would be used 

if the traps malfunctioned. 


Comment 


44. 	 Removal of oil and grease from sediments if trap 
 or 

inadequate operation is not addressed pounds. 
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Response 

See additional wording in section 5.4.1.2 of the FEIS 
regarding installation of and disposal of oily waste. 

Comment 

Page 5-114 
45. 	Further review of ground-water effects is needed for housing 


leach field. 


Response 


This subject will be addressed in the ADEC permitting process. 


Comment 


Page 5-115 

46. 	Table 5-27 omits important water quality parameters. 


Response 


Table 5-27 has been amended in the FEIS. In addition, the 

commentor notes that Table 5-27 did not include TSS, dissolved 

oxygen (DO), fecal coliform, or chlorine. The proposed final 

NPDES permit (Appendix D) has limits on BOD, TSS, and pH. 

Therefore, TSS have been added to the table; pH is included 

in the proposed final NPDES permit. 


DO concentrations in the effluent will not be low enough to 

cause an adverse oxygen demand on the Chuitna River. Assuming 

the discharge is at room temperature means there could easily 

be 8 to 9 DO in the effluent. Furthermore, the BOD 

concentration of 19 will not create a large enough oxygen 

demand in the river to significantly reduce ambient DO levels 

in the river. Recall that BOD is exerted over 5 days at 

optimum conditions and these conditions will not exist in the 

river. 


Fecal coliform bacteria levels in domestic waste discharges 

are a function of the adequacy of disinfection techniques. 

Chlorine is commonly used for disinfection. A chlorine 

residual of 0.1 is commonly maintained. Secondary waste 

treatment package plants and a trained operator will result 

in less than 200 fecal coliform colonies per milliliter (the 

EPA limit for domestic waste) being discharged. The expected 

chlorine concentration in the effluent will be approximately 

0.1 




Comment 
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Comment 


47.  	 Data and justification for mixing zone is not provided. 

Resoonse 


See response for comment 82 below. 


Page 5-116 

48. Move subsistence discussion to 5-69. 


Resoonse 


See response for 39 above. 


Comment 


Page 5-117 

49. Agree that restrictive harvest regulations could affect 

subsistence opportunities. 

Resoonse 

Noted. 

Comment 

Page 5-123 

50. 	 Paragraph 2: In mild winters, moose also use habitat near 


Congahbuna Lake. 


Noted in section 5.6.2.1 of the FEIS; Section 5.6.3.1 refers 

to Threemile housing site, not Congahbuna. 


Comment 


Page 5-125 

51. 	 Include all subsistence discussion in one section. 


Resoonse 


See response for comment 39 above. 
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Comment 


Chapter 6.0 

52. 	 Further definitions of and 


regarding mitigation are required. 


Response 


Reference to "increasedw and "decreased emphasisw have been 

removed from Chapter 6.0.. 


Comment 


Page 6-4 

53. 	Citation should be changed to 11 
 90.311 (e). 


Response 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been substantially rewritten; 

to reflect the final ASMCRA permit requirements. 


Comment 


Page 6-3/4 

54. 	 DEIS does not reflect final surface mining permit stipulations 


regarding soils. 


Response 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMRCA permit requirements regarding soils. 


Comment 


Page 6-5 

55. 	 Revegetation discussion should be revised to reflect plan in 


the Permit Application (Vol. XVI). 


Response 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect final 

ASMCRA permit requirements regarding revegetation. 


Comment 


Page 6-6 

56. 	Incorporate wildlife mitigation plan from surface mining 


permit. 




permit 
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Response 


Wildlife plan from ASMCRA permit is discussed in revised 

Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


57. 	Paragraph 2: Performance standards for reclamation 

success have been established in the surface mining 

permit. 


Response 


ASMCRA 
 has been referenced in revised Chapter 6.0 of 

the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 	6-7 

58. 	Paragraph 2: FEIS should specify standards for habitat 


enhancement. 


The FEIS (Section 6.4.1.2) recommends that habitat 

enhancement measures similar to that within the ASMCRA 

area be employed for areas outside the boundary. The 

reader is referred to Chapters 2.0 and 6.0 for further 

discussions of specific measures outside the ASMRCA permit 

area. 


Comment 


59. 	Paragraphs 3, 4, 
 5: Conveyor access road should be 

regularly cleared of snow to encourage moose to use it rather 

than haul road. 


The conveyor access road will be continually cleared of snow 

since there must be a visual inspection of the conveyor every 

shift (3 to 4 times daily). 


Comment 


60. 	 Paragraph 6: Include documentation regarding plastic balls 

on cables and other methods of keeping birds from striking 

cables and wires. 




of 

ASMCRA 

(Vol. 

ResRonse 


Reference to plastic balls has been removed from Chapter 6.0 

the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 6-8 

61. 	 Paragraph 4: Proposal that return flows to streams be managed 


to optimize down stream flow conditions was rejected in 

surface mining permit. 


ResRonse 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect ASMCRA 

permit. 


Comment 


Page 6-9 

62. 	 Paragraph 2: A wetland restoration plan was required under 


the surface mining permit. 


ResRonse 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

permit requirements. 


Comment 


63. 	Paragraph 3: Reference commitments regarding restoration of 

mined out stream systems in Permit Application 
 XVII). 


ResRonse 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMCRA permit requirements. 


Comment 


64. 	 FEIS should recommend reclamation of mined out streams as 

mitigation for loss of fish habitat in areas to be mined in 

years 11 through 30 of the operation. 


Response 


Section 6.4.2.3 of the FEIS makes this recommendation. 




ASMCRA 

XVI 

Comment 


65. 	 Detailed engineering designs for stream reclamation should be 

distributed to interagency forum as soon as available. 


Response 


Noted. This will be handled through state agency permitting 

process. 


Comment 


Page 	6-10 

66. 	Paragraph 2: Mitigation plans for sediment ponds are found 


in surface mining permit. 


Response 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMCRA permit requirements. 


Comment 


Page 	6-11 

67. 	Paragraph 3: A mitigation program to compensate for 


unavoidable loss of fish productivity is required by surface 

mining permit (Stip. 14). 


Response 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

permit requirements. 


Comment 


Page 	6-14 

68. 	Paragraph 1: See Vol 
 for soil monitoring plan. 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMCRA permit requirements. 


Comment 


Page 	6-14 

69. 	Paragraph 2: Annual revegetation monitoring required under 


surface mining permit. 




permit 
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72. 

Response 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMCRA 
 requirements. 


Comment 


70. 	 Paragraph 3: Additional monitoring recommended to determine 

success of habitat enhancement, crossings of conveyor, effects 

on Beluga moose population. 


Response 


will conduct a 3 year telemetry study beginning 2 years 

prior to mine construction, supplemented by aerial population 

surveys. Fall trend counts will help evaluate the success of 

moose crossings, moose rutting activity, and habitat use. 


Comment 


71. 	 Paragraph 4: Surface mining permit requires continuous flow 

monitoring at 7 locations (Stip. 18). 


Response 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMCRA permit requirements. 


Comment 


Page 6-15 

Paragraph 1: ASMCRA permit (Stip. 17) requires annual 

evaluation of ground- and surface water monitoring programs. 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMCRA permit requirements. 


Comment 


73. 	Paragraph 2: ASMCRA permit requires extensive ground water 

monitoring program. 


Response 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMCRA permit requirements. 


I 



I 

Comment 


74. 	 Paragraph 3: SMP requires extensive monitoring of water 

quality of effluents from mine drainage system and receiving 

streams (Permit Application Vol. XVII). 


Chapter 6.0 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect the final 

ASMCRA permit requirements. 


Comment 


Page 6-16 

75. 	 Paragraph 4: ASMCRA permit addresses all the points raised 


in the DEIS. 


FEIS has been revised to reflect ASMCRA permit. ASMCRA covers 

only mine area; EIS has wider geographic coverage. 


Comment 


76. Clarification of socioeconomic coordination is required. 


Response 


Section 6.4.5 of the FEIS has been revised. 


Comment 


Page 7-7 

77. Correct DACC address. 


Response 


Corrected in Section 7.5 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


Page 11-8 

78. 	 Correct Fall, Foster, Stanek reference title. 


Response 


Corrected in Chapter 11.0 of the FEIS. 
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Comment 


Appendix C 

79. 	Mixing zone must be discussed as well as contingency plan for 


sediment pond discharges. 


Response 


The Corps of Engineers public notice would include mixing 

zones only if they pertain to the discharge of fill material. 

Sediment pond discharges would not be covered by the COE 

permit. 


Comment 


Appendix D 

80. 	Mixing zone must be discussed as well as contingency plan for 


sediment pond discharges. 


Response 


Mixing zones have been discussed in Section 2.3.3.1 of the 

FEIS. The applicable mixing zone for turbidity have been 

approved by ADEC and are addressed in the proposed final NPDES 

permit for the mine area (Appendix D). A conceptual water 

quality contingency plan has also been approved by ADEC. The 

final plan will be approved per ASMCRA permit requirements. 

The proposed final NPDES permits are subject to 401 

certification and coastal consistency review by the State of 

Alaska. See response for DGC comment #86 below. 


Comment 


Appendix D 

81. 	A hydrocarbon limit is appropriate if oil and grease levels 


are 10-15 


Response 


A total hydrocarbon limit of 0.15 has been substituted 

for the oil and grease limit for those discharges which 

contain runoff from equipment or maintenance areas. 
These discharges are: 

Ladd Port Site 001 
Granite Port Site (AK-004331-I), 002 
Mine Site 017 and 018 
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The total hydrocarbon limit is based on the Alaska Water 

Quality Standards, 18 
 70.020. The method for analysis 

(Standard Method 5038) has also been specified. 


Comment 


82. 	 Limitations on flow, fecal coliform and chlorine should be set 

for all sanitary waste discharges. 


NPDES permits for the Granite Point Coal Port (AK-004331-1) 

001, and the Housing Facilities (AK-004356-7) 


001 authorize the discharges of sanitary waste. These permits 

now include maximum flow limitations based on the capacity of 

the treatment plant. For the port site, the treatment 

average monthly flow limitation is 2,000 gallons per day 

(gpd). For the housing site, the treated sanitary waste from 

the mine site (previously identified as 019 in the 

mine permit) and the Lone Creek housing site will be combined 

before discharge. This combined flow is 50,000 gpd. 


Fecal coliform standards have been established in the 

water quality standard regulations (18 
 70). Discharges 

of sanitary waste authorized by the Housing Facilities permit 

is to the Chuitna River, which is protected for all fresh 

water uses. The most stringent fecal coliform criteria is 20 

fecal coliforms (FC) per 100 milliliters (ml) based upon 5 

samples taken in a 30 day period, and not more than 10 percent 

of the total samples shall exceed 40 
 ml. 


The port site discharge is to Cook Inlet, which is protected 

for all marine water uses. The most stringent fecal coliform 

criteria for marine water uses is calculated by using the most 

probable numbers (MPN) procedure for measuring fecal coliform. 

The median MPN shall not exceed 14 
 ml, and not more 

than 10 percent of the samples shall exceed a FC MPN of 43 


ml. 


Both the fresh water and marine water FC criteria must be met 

at the edge of the mixing zone. ADEC will, through the Clean 

Water Act 401 certification procedures, establish 
 of the 


fecal coliform and chloride limitations. 


Comment 


83. 	References to "trace of floating solids, visible foam 

and oil and grease should be removed. 




solvents/degreasers 

"Cessation eventw 

"Cessation eventw 

(AK-004685-O), I.A.2.c. 
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(AK-004357-5), I.A.2.c. 

Response 


Changes have been made in all NPDES permits. 


Comment 


84. 	 Regulation of chemicals and detergents used to wash equipment 

must be addressed. 


Response 


The Ladd Coal Port, Granite Coal Port and Mine NPDES permits 

will now require the permittee to submit to EPA and ADEC a 

list of those chemicals, detergents, and 

that are used to wash down equipment or used in the 

maintenance shops and enter the sedimentation ponds through 

runoff. Only those chemicals, detergents, solvents or 

degreaser approved by EPA and ADEC will be allowed. 


85. 	 of the precipitation should be defined. 


Response 


of the precipitation is now defined in the 

following permits: 


Ladd Port Site 
 Part 

Granite Port Site 
 Part I.A.2.b. (3) 

Mine Site 
 Part 


Cessation of the precipitation event for the NPDES permits is 
when the discharge decreases to the volume (flow rate) of 
discharge that preceded the precipitation event. The 
permittee has the burden to prove when the discharge (or , 
increase in discharge) resulted from a precipitation event. 

Both of these conditions have been added to the permits. 


Comment 


8 6 .  	 The NPDES permits should include references to the application 
of mixing zones to establish effluent limitations based on 
Alaska Water Quality Standards. 
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Response 


The state water quality standards do not have any specific 

numerical standards for total suspended solids (TSS) or 

settleable solids (SS). Discharge of solids are controlled 

through turbidity and the "zones of 
 (18 
 70.033) 

standards. Therefore, water quality based effluent 

limitations cannot be established for TSS or SS. The 

permittee has requested and received approval from ADEC for 

a mixing zone to meet the turbidity water quality 

standard. The mine permit (AK-004357-5, Part I.B.6 included 

in Appendix D) now includes a reference to the applicable 

mixing zone. 


The permittee has not requested a mixing zone for iron or pH. 

Therefore, the more stringent water quality based limitations 

for iron and pH have been included in the permit. The 

limitations are based on the Alaska Water Quality Standards. 

1.0 
 for iron and 6.5 to 8.5 for pH. 


Comment 


87. 	 Daily monitoring of settling pond effluent is expensive and 

logistically difficult; weekly monitoring. 


Flow monitoring has been reduced to weekly for the following 
permits: 

Mine Site (AX-004357-5), 	 001-018 

Granite Port site 

Ladd Port Site 001 


Comment 


88. 	 ADEC must make sure domestic discharges will meet state 

standards before 401 certificate can be issued. 


Response 


ADEC has conceptually approved the wastewater treatment system 

plans. Final approval by ADEC of the detailed construction 

plan is required prior to construction. 


Comment 


89. 	 Plans for sediment ponds outside the ASMCRA area have not been 

submitted to ADEC. 




housinc 

Response 


DACC has submitted plans on location of sediment ponds in 

areas outside the mining permit area to ADEC. 


Comment 


90. 	 AK-004357-5: Sampling of TSS, oil and grease should be 

maintained as proposed in draft permits. 


The previous (preliminary) draft permit required daily 

monitoring for TSS, oil and grease, and iron. These sampling 

requirements have been added but at a weekly sampling 

frequency and at least once during the period when the 

alternate effluent limitations apply. The oil and grease 

limitations and monitoring requirements have been deleted. 

Total hydrocarbon limitations and monitoring requirements have 

been added. See response to comment 81 above. 


Comment 


91. 	AK-004356-7: If the housing area is designed properly, there 

should be no need for sediment ponds. 


Response 


The sediment ponds built at the housing site will collect and 

treat runoff during and after construction activities. There 

will still be a need for sediment ponds after construction 

even if the housing area is designed properly. Runoff is 

expected to occur. The permittee should however, through Best 

Management Practices, control, reduce and/or eliminate the 

amount of pollutants carried in the runoff. 


Comment 


92. 	 Comparing housing sediment ponds with ore or placer mining 

ponds is not appropriate. 


Response 


In establishing technology-based limits where no effluent 

guidelines exist, as is the case for establishing effluent 

limits for runoff from the housing site, performance of 

various treatment systems and characteristics of the 

wastewater to be treated were evaluated. In this 

situation, runoff from the disturbed areas near the 
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site is similar to runoff from an active mining site. Effluent 

guidelines for an active mining site established a monthly average 

TSS limits at 20 
 (30 
 for a daily maximum). This is based 

on the treatment capabilities for the sediment pond receiving 

runoff from an active mining site. Based upon this evaluation, the 

effluent limits set for the housing site runoff were equal to the 

TSS limits from an active mining site. 


Kevin (Anchorage DEIS public hearing 8/17/88) Kenai 

Peninsula Borough 


Comment 


1. 	 Document fails to point out that KPB is the local government 

entity responsible for local permits, services, etc. 


See revised Section 6.3 of the FEIS. 


Comment 


2. 	 DEIS should incorporate Chuitna area resource 

development plan. 


Plan has been reviewed and incorporated into the FEIS where 

appropriate. 


Larry (Anchorage DEIS public hearing 
 17/88) Port 

commission of Anchorage (M.O.A.) 


Comment 


1. 	 Municipality of Anchorage supports the project and port 

facilities on the west side of Cook Inlet. 


Response 


Noted. 
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Noel W. 	 Beluga Coal Company 


Comment 


Page 3-9/12 

1. 	 Tyonek pier at North Foreland location can handle 40,000 


vessels; a proposed ft. extension would allow it 

to handle class vessels. Beluga Coal Company has 

done studies between 1986-1988 on aspects of the dock. 

Shipping both Beluga Co. and Diamond Co. coal would 
not be possible with the currently anticipated design 
capacity. 

Reswonse 

Noted. 

John Evans Tyonek Native Corporation 


Comment 


1. 	 Were all three proposed port locations evaluated? 


Response 


three port locations were evaluated fully; the 
evaluations process is described in Chapter 3.0. The 
North Forelands site was eliminated during the initial 
options evaluation due to technical feasibility problems 
(see Section 3.2.2.1) . The remaining port options 
(Granite Point and Ladd) were subjected to complete 
evaluations based on all scoping issues (Chapters 2.0 and 
5.0). Baseline information collected at both sites aided 
this evaluation (Chapter 4.0). 

2. 	 TNC has tried to interest Diamond in using the North 

Foreland Site. It would be less environmentally damaging than 

developing a new site. 


Conformation o f offshore area and currents at North 

Forelands and currents are not conducive to development 
of a coal port large enough for the Diamond Chuitna 
Project. 

Comment 

3. Modifications could be made to North Forelands site. 
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ResDonse 

e Meehan 

See previous response for Evans, comment 
 above. 


. 	 Don (Tyonek DEIS public hearing 8/18/88) Tyonek 
Native Corporation 

Comment 


1. 	 Tyonek dock is underrated in comparison to the other dock 

sites, especially regarding tides and icing conditions. 


Refer to response to Evans, 
 above. 


Comment 


2. 	 Concerned about the economic impact on Tyonek village of 

locating a dock north or south of existing dock. 


ResDonse 


The broader issues of impacts of the project on Tyonek were 

discussed in Chapter 4.0 and Section Specific 

impacts of locating the port at Ladd or Granite Point were not 

addressed. 


3. 	 TNC has acquired another airstrip that could be used by 
project. 

The planned airstrip has been designed to meet the needs of 

the project. If other airstrips are available which meet the 

project needs at time of construction, they will be 
considered. 

Michael (Anchorage DEIS public hearing 8/07/88) 
Archdiocese of Anchorage 

Comment 

1. Archdiocese property is strategically located to Ladd 
facility. 
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Response 


Noted. 


Comment 


2. 	 Archdiocese is interested in well planned development in 

Chuitna area. 


Response 


Noted. 


Patt i  J .  Saunders and C l i f f  Trustees for 
Center for the Environment 

Comment 

Page 3-1 
1. 	 Mine site is not but can be adjusted within the 


coal leases held by Diamond to avoid environmental 

problems such as the Lone Ridge moose rutting area and 

Chuitna watershed. 


The coal underlying the Diamond leases extends through 

the Beluga area, continuing under Cook Inlet and the Kenai 

Peninsula on the east side of the Cook Inlet. However, 

of these large deposits of coal, only certain relatively 

small areas are potential mine sites due to geological, 

engineering, or technical considerations. For example, 

the deposits underlying the Kenai Peninsula will likely 

never be mined since they are very deep. Some of the coal 

underlying the Diamond leases will not be mined for the 
same reason. 

The Diamond Chuitna mine site shown in Figure 2-2 was 
selected after more than 500 core holes were drilled 
throughout and beyond the lease area to determine the 

location and thickness of coal seams. While the lease 

area was selected as having the best mining conditions in 

the Beluga area, there are large areas within the leases which 

will not be mined because of lack of coal or coal which is 

too deep. Because of the greater thickness and shallower 

depth of coal seams in the proposed mine site, this site will 

create the smallest total environmental disturbance; that is, 

the mine will ave the smallest surface area and the shallowest 

depth. Other sites would involve larger surface areas, 

greater depths, larger overburden stockpiles, more manpower, 

more and larger equipment etc., in short, larger mines. 
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In order to determine if mining will have an impact on moose 

rutting activities, the ASMCRA mining permit Stipulation 10 

requires a 3 year aerial moose telemetry program focusing ont 

he Lone Ridge rutting area. The results of the survey will 

be reported to DNR and by May 31 of each of the three 

years. At the third year, a revised plan of study will be 

submitted for the remainder of the permit term. In addition, 

starting with year 7, ground surveys of moose usage of 

revegetated areas will begin. From the data gathered, 


.mitigation may be required as necessary to avoid or 

minimize any impacts to moose as identified by the monitoring 

program, 
(ASMCRA permit, Stipulation 10) . 
The potential effects of mining on the Chuitna watershed are 

extensively addressed throughout the FEIS as well as being a 

major topic in the ASMCRA permit and administrative hearing. 

Programs to address these potential impacts include an 

extensive system of sedimentation ponds, some with 

flocculation, and a program to pump pit water back into 

streams via the sediment ponds. Stipulation 6 of the ASMCRA 

Permit requires a water contingency plan. A comprehensive 

hydrologic monitoring system is required throughout the life 

of the mine including 55 wells for groundwater monitoring. 

A separate surface water quality monitoring system is also 

required. In addition, Stipulation 14 of the ASMCRA permit 

requires construction of at least one-half acre coho rearing 

ponds to mitigate for the unavoidable loss of some stream 

habitat in the mining area. 


Comment 


2. 	 Timing of activities has not been considered. 


Timing of activities is based on numerous factors and has been 

reviewed by both EPA and the State of Alaska to assure 

minimization of negative aspects. 


Comment 


Page 2-20 

3. 	 Haul road is too wide; gravel sources would be wasted, 


reclamation more difficult. 
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Response 


The and haul road would be 

approximately 12.3 m (40 ft) wide to accomodate two 3.6 m (12 


traffic lanes, one 3.6 m (12 breakdown lane, and road 
shoulders. Because of the offshore characteristics of the 
Ladd port site, the initial project, .e., pre-conveyor 
system, can be relatively small. Smaller haul vehicles can be 
used on the road and barges can be used at the 
port site rather than ships. 

If the Granite Point site is used, the project would not 

include a smaller start-up project. Full production build-up 

loads would be hauled on the road from the onset. This design 

utilizes extremely large the vehicles in the pre-

conveyor production stages. These vehicles, up to 24 in 

width, require 9.2 m (30 ft) lanes. Therefore, two traffic 

lanes, one breakdown lane, and road shoulders would result in 

a road width of approximately 35 m (116 ft). 


In addition, 	 the other potential of the 

Point (Section 5.4.1.11) have also indicated 


a preference for the large the trucks requiring the 
35 m (116 road design. There has been no similar 
preference stated for the road (section 

Comment 


Page 2-14 

4. 	 The conveyor and road corridor is too wide. 


Response 


The corridor is designed to accommodate both a conveyor and 

a road. When the haul road is no longer necessary, it may be 

turned over to the local jurisdiction for use while the 

conveyor is still being used. 


Comment 


5. 	 Installation of a second road along the conveyor is 

unnecessary. 
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Response 


The second road is a service road for the conveyor. Alignment

is somewhat different from the haul road which does not follow 

the conveyor exactly. The haul road is designed to handle 

large trucks; the service road will accommodate light trucks 

only and can therefore be designed to different standards. 


Comment 


Page 5.0 
6. Fugitive dust emissions from the conveyor are inadequately 


addressed. 


The conveyor source dust emission factor was explained on page 

E-19 of the DEIS. This emission factor was previously 

reviewed by EPA and considered appropriate. This conveyor, 

due to being hooded and covered on one side, will effectively 

reduce fugitive dust emissions by 90 percent. This degree of 

control greatly reduces the emissions from this source. 


The coal stockpile fugitive dust emissions were also 
generated using an accepted emission factor and a 50 
percent control using water sprays. The conveyor and coal 
stock are two dissimilar sources of air emissions and 
would not be expected to have equivalent fugitive dust 
emissions. The exposed area of the conveyor only amounts 
to about 2.5 acres (2 feet wide by 55,800 feet long) , 
while the coal stockpile at the port is about 25 acres. 
Also, the conveyor emissions are controlled by 90 percent, 
whereas the coal stockpile is controlled by 50 percent. 

Comment 


Chapter 
 E 
7. 	 Temporary overland truck coal haul fugitive dust emission 


calculations appear to be incorrect. (99 
 vs 331 

) 

Response 


The correct figure is 311 trips per day. This has been 

corrected in the FEIS. This number of trips is associated 

with a hypothetical project option based on transporting coal 

to the port via truck during full production (12 million tons 

per year). This is only a transportation option and not the 

project as proposed by the applicant described and analyzed 

in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Consequences. 




tons/yr. 

(g/hp-hr). 

The 99 truck trips per day, associated with the proposed 

project, is the number of trips necessary to transport coal 

to the port during construction of the conveyor. Coal 

production would be about 4 million 


The air quality impact assessment does not focus on 

construction emissions, but rather emissions during project 

operations. As stated on page 5-53, these temporary 

construction emissions must comply with the National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards but are exempt from the prevention of 

significant deterioration (PSD) increments. 


The emission factor utilized to calculate fugitive dust coal 

haul emissions is an industry and agency-recognized and 

accepted factor. The state of Alaska Department of 

Environmental Conservation and the U.S. EPA recognize and 

utilize this emission factor. This emission factor, and the 

associated variables, were developed based on extensive field 

programs and actual measured data. 


Comment 


8. 	 Exhaust emissions from temporary truck coal travel appear to 

be calculated incorrectly. 


The temporary truck coal haul exhaust emissions are 

calculated correctly. There is no utilization of truck 

fuel consumption in the air emission calculation. There 

is a utilization of truck horsepower and an EPA-recognized 

emission factor expressed in grams (of pollutant) per 

horsepower-hour 


The number of truck trips is correct as discussed in a 

previous comment. 


Comment 


9. 	 Wind speed given in different units for different 

locations. 


Response 


Wind speed units have been standardized in the FEIS. 


Comment 


10. 	 Wind speeds used for calculations appear low. Conveyor 

emissions appear low. 




2-45/Fig. 
washdown 

Emissions for this project were calculated on an annual 

average and hourly basis. The annual average emissions 

utilized the annual average wind speed data. The hourly 

emissions were calculated by taking the annual average 

emission rate and accounting for the number of hours of 

operation per year. 


The conveyor will be hooded and covered on one side to 

minimize fugitive dust emissions. Also, loose dust will not 

remain on the bottom of the conveyor on the return portion of 

the conveyor trip; thus, there will be no emissions from this 

portion of the conveyor. 


Appendix E 

11. 	 Tuxedni National Wildlife Refuge is not closest to site; Kenai 


National Wildlife Refuge is closest. State game refuges at 

Beluga Flats and at Tyonek are very close. 


Response 


This comment refers to the visibility analysis performed in 

Appendix E, page E-22. This visibility analysis is required 

by the EPA PSD air quality regulations and is pertinent only 

to designated Class I areas. The Kenai National Wildlife 

Refuge, the Beluga Flats Game Refuge and the Tyonek Game 

Refuge are not Class I areas and thus no visibility analysis 

is required for these areas. 


Comment 


Page 
 2-4 

12. 	 DEIS states that drainage from shops, areas, etc. 


will be routed to sediment ponds with treatment facilities. 

Fig. 2-4 shows sediment ponds closest to mine facilities area 

to be without treatment facilities. 


Response 


Figure 2-4 of the FEIS has been modified to enable readers to 

know that booms and/or skimmers will be installed in Ponds 17 

and 18. 


Sediment pond systems 17 and 18 are located adjacent to 

the mine facilities area as shown in Figure 2-4. All 

runoff from areas affected by the mine facility would be 

collected by diversion ditches and routed to the sediment 

pond systems prior to discharge. According to ASMCRA 




Countermeasure 

application, Table 38 (page K-124) in Revised Appendix K, 

Drainage and Sediment Control Design, pond systems 17 and 

18 would meet the total suspended solids and turbidity 

standards during the 2-year, 24-hour and 10-year, 24-hour 

storm events without flocculants and without receiving 

water dilution. Additionally, Volume XVII, pages 4-39 and 

4-40 indicate that these sediment pond systems would 

contain booms and/or skimmers, if necessary, to prevent 

any discharge of oil, fuel, and grease into undisturbed 

areas. All pond system discharges would be periodically 

monitored and will comply with the oil and grease 

limitations established by the approved NPDES permit. All 

oil, fuel, and grease storage facilities would be 

constructed to prevent possible leaks and spills. Spill 

prevention and appropriate clean-up measures will be 

addressed in a Spill Prevention, Control, and 


Plan to be kept on file at the Diamond 

Chuitna Mine. 


Comment 


13. 	 What kind of dust suppression chemicals will be used? How 

much? How often? What will effects be on fish, wildlife, 

ground water, streams, etc.? 


Response 


Potential dust problems are minimized by the greater than 40 

inches of precipitation in the area. When rainfall is 

insufficient, water will be used. Once or twice a year, a 

chemical dust suppressant may be needed. Magnesium chloride 

or calcium chloride would be used for this purpose. Effects 

on aquatic and terrestrial resources are expected to be 

negligible. 


Comment 


14. 	 Forested buffers should be maintained around stockpiles. 


Response 


Clearing of timber will be done only when required for mining 

or construction. Existing timber around coal stockpile areas 

will be left standing to the extent allowed by construction 

of roads and other facilities. 


Comment 


15. 	 How are stockpiles to be protected against fires? 




Ifgood 
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Response 


Stockpiles will be protected against fire by 

housekeepingss procedures. Extensive experience in managing 

stockpiles in Alaska is available from the Sunnel Alaska Co. 

facility at Seward. In general, the conical piles resulting 

from conveyors and stacker reclaimers must be truncated and 

the coal compacted. Any hot spots which develop must be dug 

out so that they can cool before being compacted again. 


Comment 


16. 	 Why is sewage sludge being buried in mine pit rather than 

incinerated? 


Burying sewage sludge in the mine pit is environmentally 

acceptable, especially for the small amounts which will be 

generated. It is common to place stabilized sludge in 

approved landfills unless land area is a problem, such as on 

Alaska s North Slope. In these cases, sludge is often 

incinerated. Environmentally, the trade-off is using land 

area with the potential for surface and ground-water pollution 

versus potential air pollution. Since land area is sufficient 

at this site, burying the sewage sludge is economically 

preferable. ADEC has provided a solid waste disposal permit, 


for a sanitary landfill for the burial of 

commercial waste. This landfill will be located in the mine 

pit. 


Comment 


17. 	 No discussion of effects of coal spillage from trestle and 

barges on marine environment. 


Response 


See revised Section 5.4.1.3 of the FEIS, 
 to Marine 


Comment 


18. 	 DEIS fails to consider applicability of Clean Water 

antidegradation requirement. 
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Response 


See response to Trustees for 
 comment 

below. 


Comment 


Page 2-14 

19. 	 DEIS is inconsistent with draft Alaska permit regarding 


location of sewage outfalls. 


Response 


The DEIS is correct (Section 2.3.5) in stating that sewage is 

going to be treated at the mine site. The treatment plant 

appears in Figure 2-6 and in Map 4.01-2B Mine Facilities 

(Revised 5/87). Treated effluent from this plant will be 

piped to the housing area where it would join the treated 

effluent from the housing site and be discharged into the 

Chuitna River. 


of the draft NPDES permits currently contain sanitary 

waste outfalls. 019 in permit 
 004357-5 for the 

mine is a sanitary waste discharge and 001 in permit 

AK-004356-7 for the housing facilities is also a sanitary 

waste discharge. Since there is only one sanitary waste 

discharge (combined), EPA will amend these NPDES permits by 

deleting 019. 


Comment 


Chapter 5.0 

2 0 .  	 conclusions about compliance with Alaska water quality 

standards are based on inaccurate assumptions. 

Response 


Tables 5-8, 5-9, and 5-25 (DEIS pages 5-31, 5-34, and 5-81, 

respectively) have been modified by correcting the pH 

range and noting that the standard for total dissolved 

solids is 500 
 or no greater than one-third higher 

than natural conditions, whichever is less. A note is 

also added explaining that information in these tables does 

not include dilution in a mixing zone. Therefore, 

information in these tables demonstrates neither 

compliance nor non-compliance with water quality 

standards. 




AAC 

Comment; 


21. 	 DEIS does not discuss excessive destruction of wetlands. 


Response 


EIS covers wetland impacts in Chapter 5.0. Wording added to 

sections 5.4.1.2, 5.4.2.1, 5.4.2.2, 5.5.1.3, 5.5.2.1, 5.5.2.3 

to clarify wetland impacts associated with the alternative 

transportation corridors. 


Comment 


Appendix D 

22. 	 None of the draft NPDES permits include provisions for a Best 


Management Plan (BMP) as required by Clean Water Act. 


The proposed final NPDES permits now require the development 

of a BMP plan. The plan must be submitted to EPA for review 

and approval. 


Comment 


23. 	 (1) Water quality-based limits are not included in the 

permit. 


(2) Fecal coliform and chlorine limits for sanitary waste 

discharges are not included in the permits. 


(3) Pollutants of concern listed in Tables 5-7 and 5-9 of the 

DEIS are not included in the permits. 


(4) Also, the pollutants of concern should be included in the 

permits under technology-based consideration. Effluent 

limitations for toxic pollutants (such as metals) must be set 

using best professional judgement of BAT. 


(5) 	In accordance with 18 
 70.020, the following 

parameters must be added to the permit: fecal coliform, 

dissolved oxygen, pH between 6.0 and 8.5, turbidity, 

temperature, total dissolved solids, sediment, toxic and other 

deleterious organic and inorganic substances, oil and grease 

(to all outfalls), radioactivity, total residual chlorine, and 

color. 




DGC 
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440/1-82/057; 

EPA1s 

(6) The 85% removal of BOD5 and TSS do not appear in 

conformance with the state standards. 


(1) See response to comment 86, Alaska 
 letter, above. 


(2) See response to comment 86, Alaska DGC letter above. 


(3) Comment referred to Figures 5-7 and 5-9. However, the 

correct reference is to Tables 5-8 and 5-9. 


The EIS states (p. 5-33, DEIS) that the parameters that may 

equal or exceed water quality standards are boron, iron, 

nickel, manganese, ammonia (nitrogen) and zinc. However, no 

significant water quality impacts are anticipated. Monitoring 

for these parameters will be included in the permit. If 

monitoring results violate the water quality standards (after 

factoring in the applicable mixing zone) the permit will be 

modified to incorporate water quality-based limits. 


(4) EPA has established national effluent guidelines that 

include limitations that represent BAT. In establishing these 

BAT effluent limitations EPA determined that the 

contained very low concentrations of toxic and nonconventional 

pollutants after application of settling." (EPA, Final 

Development Document for Coal Mining, EPA 

The DEIS has shown that a few of the parameters have the 

potential to equal or exceed the water quality standards. EPA 

has determined that it is premature to establish water quality 

based limitations for these parameters. Instead, monitoring 

of these parameters will be required. 


p.6). 

(5) NPDES regulations require that permits contain 

effluent limitations that are necessary to insure adequate 

treatment before discharge. Some of the parameters that 

the commentor has suggested for inclusion have not been 

identified as a pollutant of concern. These parameters 

will not be included in the permit as limitations or 

monitoring conditions. Those parameters that are of 

concern have been added to the permit to be monitored. 


(6) The 85% removal requirement for BOD5 is a technology 

based requirement. The EIS concluded that the input from 

the sewage treatment plants will meet the state water 

quality standards. Additional water quality based 

limitations are not required. 
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Comment 


24. 	 Permits must be revised to include provisions for 

compliance with zones of deposit requirements of 18 AAC 

70.033. 


18 
 70.033 allows ADEC, in its discretion, to 

a permit that allows deposit of substances on the bottom 

of waters within limits set by the (emphasis 

added). The only two discharges that are to marine waters 

are at the port site alternatives: 
 Coal Loading 

Facility or the Granite Point Coal Port. Mixing of solids 

discharged from the sedimentation ponds will be rapidly 

dispersed in Cook Inlet. The allowable amount of solids 

discharged are anticipated to be essentially undetectable 

beyond the immediate area of the discharge point. 

Therefore, the establishment of a zone of deposition for 

either of these two permits is not necessary. 


Comment 


25. 	 EPA must set maximum flow limits for sanitary waste 

discharges. 


Maximum flow limits have been included in the permits. See 

response to 82, Alaska DGC letter above. 


Comment; 


2 6 .  	 failure to apply the antidegradation requirements of the 
Clean Water Act to this virtually pristine water system 
violates the Clean Water Act. 

Response 


The antidegradation standards are in 18 AAC 70.010. 

Water quality will be lowered due to the discharges from the 

entire operations. However, the degree of change will be 

minimal. All water quality standards will be met at the end 

of the pipe except for turbidity. The permittee has been 

requested a mixing zone for turbidity downstream of the 

sediment pond related to the mine. ADEC has approved 

the mixing zones for turbidity. 
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The discharge will not violate the state's water quality 

criteria or 
 present or potential uses of the water. ADEC 

will be asked to certify that this is the case through the 

401 certification process. Only after the completion of the 

certification process can the NPDES permits be issued. It is 

through the certification process that the antidegradation 

requirements will be met. 


Comment 


27. 	It is not clear as to why 019 is necessary if the DEIS 

is correct in stating that the mine site and housing site 

treated sewage will be mixed and discharge together. 


019 has been deleted from the mine permit (AK-004357-

5). See response to Trustees for comment #19 
above. 

Comment 

Appendix C 
28. facilities are not well designed to minimize 

incursion on wetlands. 

DACC has taken into account the presence of wetlands which 

could be affected by the project. The proposed northern 

transportation corridor is aligned to avoid wetlands for two 

reasons: to minimize environmental impact and to minimize 

construction costs. The cost of building across open water 

or boggy areas is considerably higher than building on 

uplands. Therefore, the road alignment follows the highest 

terrain possible between the mine and the Ladd port site. 

Facilities within the Ladd port site are also sited to avoid 

wetlands for the same reasons. Drainage structures will be 

placed along all roads and other fills in order to avoid 

cutting off flow to wetland areas. 


Reke 	 (Tyonek DEIS public hearing 8/18/88) 


Comment 


1. 	 Concerned about the effects of the project on commercial 

fishing and subsistence. 




Northern/Ladd route 

Eastern/Ladd Viapan 

Southern/Granite 

Response 


Effects on commercial fishing and subsistence have been 

discussed in Chapter 5.0 of the FEIS. 


. 	 Tamara Smid (Beluga resident) 

Comment 


Page 2-3, 2-14 

1. transportation crosses Threemile Creek (a 


fish stream) twice. Also crosses Lone Creek, another fish 

stream. 


These and other crossings are discussed throughout the FEIS. 


Comment 


2. 
 route crosses Lone Creek near 
 Lake, 

through wetland used by birds. 


Response 


These and other crossings are discussed throughout the FEIS. 


Comment 


Point route crosses Chuit and Old Tyonek 

Creek and wetland areas. 


3. 

Response 

These and other crossings are discussed throughout the 
FEIS. 

Comment 


Page 2-4, 2-6 

4. 	 If coal is present in entire Western Cook Inlet, should whole 


area be mined? What are other less environmentally damaging 

energy sources which could be used? 
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ResDonse 


At this time only Diamond Alaska has applied to mine coal in 

the area. Existing laws allow individual applications to be 

evaluated and approved or disapproved based on individual 

merits or impacts. Under NEPA regulations, cumulative impacts 

are addressed to the extent feasible. 


Comment 


5. Wetlands cannot be revegetated and remain as wetlands. 


ResDonse 


Wetlands contain vegetation ranging from peat moss to black 
spruce. It is possible to revegetate disturbed wetlands with 
wetland plants or to create wetland conditions, and that is 
what is meant by revegetating wetlands. The ASMCRA 
application now contains a Revegetation PlanN which 
has been accepted by the ADNR Division of Mining. 

Comment 


Page 2-14 

6. Mine runoff would pollute lower elevations. 


ResDonse 


The drainage and sediment control plan strategically locates 

ditches and sediment ponds to intercept all runoff from 

disturbed areas. This system will not allow 

to flow to "lower 
 as the commentor states. Runoff 

water entering the ditch and pond system will be treated prior 

to discharge to area streams. 


Comment 


Page 2-9 

7. Treatment of runoff will not clean the water. 


Response 


The commentor states that the receiving water temperature 
and density will change regardless of treatment. The 
temperature regimes of streams receiving discharges from 
sediment ponds are discussed in Volume XVII, pages 4-261 
through 4-261h of the ASMCRA application. This 
notes that although the temperature regimes of 
streams could potentially be altered by solar heating 
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ambient cooling, no significant changes to natural stream 
temperatures would occur as a result of mine operation. 
Calculations were performed to determine temperature changes 
in receiving streams due to inflow of colder sediment pond 
water (winter) and warmer sediment pond water (late spring, 
summer, and early fall) . Results of these calculations 
indicate a maximum change in downstream temperature of 
for winter months when average stream temperatures are above 
0°C. 

Calculations for the summer months are based on two 

situations. The first situation assumes that sediment pond 

water temperature would be the maximum value of ambient air 

temperature. This is not possible, but is a worst-case 

situation for predicting a maximum impact from warming. Under 

this situation, the maximum downstream temperature change is 


The second situation assumes that sediment pond water 

temperature is the minimum value of ground water. This is 

also not possible, but a worst-case situation for predicting 

a maximum impact from cooling. Under this situation, the 

maximum downstream temperature change is Since 

records indicate that diurnal temperature fluctuations average 


during the summer months, the predicted downstream 

temperature change of 0.25 to is much less than the 

average diurnal change of 4°C for natural stream temperatures 

during the summer months. These small temperature changes in 

the winter and summer will not cause measurable changes in 

density. 


The commentor notes that treatment will not "clean the 

because the sediment ponds would be dredged periodically. The 

ponds need to be dredged because they, in fact, "clean the 


The purpose of the sediment ponds is to provide a 

quiescent area which allows the sediment to settle out of the 

water. The sediment that settles from the water accumulates 

on the pond bottom. The volume of settled sediment will 

increase over time to the point where there will not be 

sufficient space in the pond to store the settled sediment. 

If this situation is allowed to occur, sediment will be 

carried through the pond and to the receiving streams. 

Therefore, it is necessary to periodically remove these 

sediments by dredging. According to ASMCRA application Revised 

Appendix K, Drainage and Sediment Control Design, page K-118, 

the sediment ponds have been designed to contain 1 or 3 years 

of sediment volume depending on active pit location and mining 

progress. 
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Page 2-22 

8. 	 Figure 2-12 shows Granite Point port facilities - need same 

kind of detail for other port options. 

ResDonse 


The same type of facilities shown for Granite Point would be 
built at the Ladd port site. As Figure 2-12 was simply an 
artistic conception, it was not necessary to duplicate it for 
Ladd. 

Comment 


Page 2-31 

9. 	 The statement that all stockpiles would be within mining 


stockpiled around 
limits is incorrect; KPB lease options indicate coal to be 

Lake and Ladd port site. 


ResDonse 


There appears to be some confusion between coal stockpiles 

and topsoil stockpiles. Section 2.8.1.2 (DEIS page 2-31) 

discusses only topsoil stockpiles, all of which would be 

located within the mining limit. Coal stockpiles would be 

located within the port areas; no coal or topsoil stockpiles 

would be located at 
 Lake. 


Comment 


Page 2-35/36 

10. 	Mining would occur in major fish streams despite 


statement that they will minimize construction and mining in 

streams. 


ResDonse 


Mining plans were designed to minimize impacts on all 

wildlife; however, unavoidably some smaller streams would be 

disrupted. The State of Alaska and DACC have agreed on 

replacement of this habitat through the mitigation plan 

included in the ASMCRA 


Comment 


Page 2-43 

11. 	 Ladd port option not thoroughly analyzed. 




ResDonse 

Coal 

13. 

ResDonse 

The Ladd port option has been thoroughly analyzed by DACC 

including preliminary engineering, environmental aspects, and 

offshore port design. The FEIS analysis of the Ladd port 

alternative is commensurate with that of the Granite Point 

port alternative. 


Comment 


Page 2-45 

12. 	 Air quality in Anchorage and the atmosphere will be degraded 


by slash burning. 


The Diamond Chuitna 
 Project would be almost 45 miles west 

of the Anchorage area. The magnitude of slash burning 

emissions and the distance from Anchorage make it very 

unlikely that Anchorage would be affected by air emissions 

from these activities. Slash burning emissions are temporary 

in nature and the predominant winds in the project area are 

from north and south, thus, not in the direction of Anchorage. 

The applicant must obtain permits from ADEC before burning 

slash. 


Comment 


Page 2-47 

Environmental coordinator should be on site, not in Anchorage. 


During operations, the environmental coordinator will spend 

time both on site and in Anchorage. 


Comment 


Page 	3-6 

14. 	 No discussion of predicted impacts of each coal transportation 


option. 


Detailed discussions of the impacts of all potential options 

listed in the DEIS were not undertaken because several were 

eliminated early in the impact analysis (Chapter 3.0) due to 

technical, economic, or environmental considerations. 




llOption 6" 
3-2. 

Commentor's lloption 6" 

comment 


15. 	 Coal slurry is most environmentally sound option and it is 

dismissed. 


Response 


The coal slurry option was not chosen due to technological and 

economic considerations. It would have a similar 

environmental impact to the covered conveyor system. 


Comment 


Page 3-10 

16. 	 The environmental hazards of 
 are not shown on Table 


Responses 


reference to 
 is unclear. This table 

shows major reasons why certain options were eliminated early 

in the evaluation process. Any options which were retained 

were evaluated in more detail in the EIS. 


Comment 


17. North Foreland option shown as eliminated. 


Response 


See response to Smid comment #16 above. 


Comment 


18. 	 Blasting in August and September 1988 shows northern route is 

now the only option which remains. 


Response 


DACC is unaware of any blasting studies by Northern 

Geophysical. 


Comment 


Page 3-18 

19. 	 DACC has stated that a road would be used to transport coal 


for sometime despite Table 3-6 showing a high adverse impact 

from roads. 




to commsnt #19. 
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ADFQG not 

Response 


The road will be used for coal hauling only until construction 

of the coal conveyor system is complete. Tonnages to be 

transported during this period will be low. See also response 


DCG 


Comment 


Page 3-29 

20. This table shows corridor as being 

environmentally better, but blasting by Northern 
Geophysical has shown that the route is 
better. 

See response to Smid comment #18 above. 


Comment 


Page 3-35 

21. 	 Paragraph 2, last sentence is a value judgement not based on 


fact, vs Point 
comparison. 


Response 


The judgement was necessarily based on best professional 

knowledge following the logic of that section. 


Comment 


Page 4-38 

22. 	Paragraph 4, first sentence: Fish which spawn in area streams 


are caught in other areas. 


Response 


The sentence refers only to resident fish, not anadromous fish 

such as salmon. Also, the sentence says that resident species 

are not significantly exploited in area streams, 
 they 

are not fished heavily. 


Comment 


Page 4-38/41 

23. 	 Fish data from in 1983 and 1984 were 
 typical of the 


area. 
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Ifsurvey" 

regardin? 
EIS, 

Data referenced are not from of various 

species in these two years in the upper inlet fishery, 

however, suggest that the 1983-84 period is fairly 

representative of the long-term trends (see the mean figures 

for 1966 through 1984 on Table 4-15 of the FEIS) 


Chinook: 	1983 
 1.7 x average, 1984 = .75 x 
average 

Coho: 	 1983 = 1.8 x average, 1984 = 1.6 x 

average 


Chum: 	 1983 = 1.6 x average, 1984 = .97 x 
average 

Pinks (even) 1984 = .50 x average 

Pinks (odd) 1983 = .40 x average 

Comment 


24. 	 quality studies cited were done in areas already polluted 

and not in the mining and transportation areas. 


The EIS uses existing, representative air quality data to 

assess existing condition. See Section 5.3.4 for a detailed 

analysis of air quality impacts of the proposed project. 


Comment 


Page 4-77 

25. 	 Area residents were not surveyed to determine their attitudes 


toward the project. Tyonek residents are most concerned about 

destruction of fish and wildlife. Beluga residents and land 

owners were not mentioned in EIS. 


Although a formal 
 of Tyonek was not done, 

interviews were conducted with 32 Tyonek residents. The 

results were summarized and included in Section 4.7 of 

the DEIS and FEIS. Concern of Tyonek residents 

fish and wildlife were included in the report and the 

The data collection and analysis process reflects an 




professicinal 

ADF&G. 

immediately. 

environment 

"ethnographic key informant1' approach, a standard 

socioeconomic study technique. Surveys are designed to 

quantify responses to project issues rather than to 

identify new issues. Beluga residents were not 

specifically included because the field work was done 

prior to the identification of the Ladd port site as 

an alternative. 


Comment 


Page 5-11 

26. 	 Value judgments were made regarding importance of lost 


wildlife habitat. 


NEPA guidelines require the use of best 
 judgment 

when quantitative data is not available to the EIS preparer. 


Comment 


Page 5-12 

27. 	 Paragraph 5, last sentence: this may be construed as defense 


of killing moose and bear for sport and meat. 


State law allows killing of wildlife in defense of life and 

property. However, an animal which is killed must immediately 

be reported to Moose meat must be immediately turned 

over to the state. The same is true for a bear skin and 

skull. A report must be prepared 
 The laws are 

designed to discourage unlawful harvest. 


Comment 


Page 5-45 

28. 	 If stream and ground water is polluted, the marine environment 


will be affected. Also, marine 
 will be affected 

by the water and air cycles. 


Response 


It is recognized that minor changes in surface and ground-

water quality will occur in the project area resulting 

from construction and operation. These changes may 

increase dissolved and suspended solids concentrations 

in the Chuitna River causing a slight increase of these 

materials entering Cook Inlet. Water affected by the 
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project is an extremely small proportion of the total 

entering Cook Inlet in this area and, consequently, 

changes in marine water quality due to the project will 

be undetectable. Furthermore, Cook Inlet is a dynamic,. 

glacial estuary having a tremendous natural sediment load, 

a huge volume of water, and strong tidal currents which 

assure that a change in marine water quality will not 

occur. 


Comment 


Page 	5-45 

29. 	 Has the state petitioned to change their air emissions 


standards to allow permitting of this project? 


The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) has 

adopted, and submitted to EPA, a revision to its permitting 

regulations to make them consistent with the minimum EPA 

requirements. The effect of this revision would be to exclude 

fugitive emissions from the determination of permit 

requirements for certain source categories. Under these 

revised rules, the Diamond Chuitna Coal Project would still 

be required to obtain a "permit to construct and operate" from 

ADEC, and must still comply with requirements for the 


of significant 
 (PSD) because 

emissions from sources other than the mine exceed the PSD 

applicability level. The Diamond Chuitna Coal Project could 

obtain an exemption from the PSD requirements by reducing 

particulate emissions from sources other than the mine. 

Regardless of the ADEC permitting requirements, the air 

quality impact analysis done for the draft environmental 

impact statement demonstrates that the Diamond Chuitna Coal 

Project will comply with ambient air quality standards and PSD 

increments. 


. 	 Myra Starkloff (Tyonek DEIS public hearing 8/18/88) 

Comment 


1. 	 DEIS needs to be redone because it takes too lightly the 

concerns of the residents. 


Resvonse 


Public comment has been solicited throughout the EIS process. 

Refer to chapter 7.0 (Consultation and Coordination). 




10.3 Public Comment Letters 




the 
O F ~ f f ~ K P R M c T R M E W  

I6W ROOM I19 
ANCmmAGE ALASWA (RSOIJUL 

Mr. Robie Ruruii. Rqioml Administrator 
Gwiranmmtal Pmtctlm Aarrr 
Rqlim 10 

Avenue 
Seattle, Washingtm 98101 

Dear Rwallr 

r e v i d  Emlmvnental Impact (EIS) Dlornmd 
Chuitm cunmmts you contlderatian. 

belleve EIS ahauld includa mmitaring pbu, which m i d  
possible changu ad waterquality chargor  low 

K m m  pmud-water rhouid m appmprlate mqrr 
sectimr. F d t a  bmien grMbwater direction 

pauibly i n c d n g  hawdown. These thould considered 
oquifer charatabtkr md poulble chmges. Additlondly, waterquality 
effccta should be amsad relative n-1 impermwbh fault# 
separate water fmm quolity ground-water. 

~ h i w  efforts ad mvimnmmtal studies d a n d  haovr enmhasb Cmnite 

h general, bollmm the adequately dexribar md n ~ c u  

as. the p~fer red alternative port davelapnknt. ~oivoble reran- data wen 
obtoined with respect ?a development of thb route$ of thh informatian 
may not be t r w f e r d e  to the two oltermte Dat routes. neither of which has 

partlwlaly respect to Crmite dternatlvo. However, 
we o h  believe docwrwnt needs addltianal hfarmatim md awlysls deacriptia, 
md assessment of inpasts that - either the nuthem 
eastern aarr routes associated Labl pot site are aim 
c o n e d  lack conprehensive plm for .och alternative 

alternative mutes d W v  c a n w e  i h m  cotia1-18. We stronalv uraa 
habitat-based assesakt t&iqucr.k utl i lzd to qumiify both adverse id ; d f k ia l  
imgactr. n ~ i a  a u l d  ntdi u n  of th Fi8h md Wildlife Service's l i d t a t  Evotuatim 

Th. mitigatim appmach md pbning QaMu,tatia\ hy th A W o  Power A u k i t y  
Susitm Bradley Lake hydraelsctrk prajectr may teclnlcol 

aaaistam pl-s qs proceed f a d  rntt lgath plon Mornmd 
Chultm coal 

Once infamatim hm b gmuated, onpnhrulvo, mitigatim plm 
rhould be d a v r l q d  ead~ dtemative. Thh plm rhould inchd. specific mltlgatia, 
measurer, impl-tatlm rh.dv1.r. qpropriate hndlng mechmh ' fa r  
Idontifled advary &act& In thh wprd wm r.camwnd th cmridcratim ar 

OW- mitlgatlm mmltorlng activltka 
or+arr mmita ~ l s ,  and idartlfy ay odditlam1 mitl im 
be justi f id hy tho# nulta.*Pmding far +heso effatta tharld be i n c i A  

In rwmwy, believe EIS needs additland InformatIan cmmmlng prwnd-water 
the project area the effects assaclatd access routes, ud 
mltigatim nad. ad rids. h dsa imputmt sufficient data wailable 

&termimtla, of mitlgatlm 4 t h l y  prwassing project reloted 
permit applications. 

4 

oppaturlty aommcnt m thb &aft. 

part project wtr. 

Sincerely, 

bein adequately studied a mivoted rekect 66 
Therefore, diff iwit determine m what eartern 

Crmite or rwte least envlranrnentd 
Alw, this informatlm hlndors our obliity specific mltigatim 
recammcndotims. f a 1  ~ m p r i a t e  studies must m 

I 

I 
United States Department of Interior 

C STREET, 
Ladd to that I 

thh a detailed 
for 

ad dl 
of 

interagency team to all ad (terrestrial ad 
aquatic), mitigation ad 
that may as 

of 

C. far 
the and 
 provide helpful 


to they with o far the 

1200 Sixth 
 Project. 

we the In 
Mr. and wilh the Ladd site 

It that be far 
We have the Draft Statement far the the for the of future 

Coal Project, and offer the fallowing far 

We the specific graund-water We appreciate the to 

include recording 
 water-lave1 in the 

aquifers involved. 


faults that affect flaw be sham and 


levels, 
that are to may affect flow or water 


faults 
 be In evaluating 

water-level 


to the of that currently 

of poor quality 
 better 

we document the fish wildlife 

in the project area, with 
 the Point 

the 
 in Its 3would with development of or 

wlth the 
 alternative. We 


with the 
 of a mitigatim 

described. 


Earlier a, 
Point far 

Ladd site 
wlth to fish 

it is to Ladd raute has 
the effects. 

We that 

however, much 

wildlife Impacts. 
basis the 

supplanted the Point mute wlth the 
lack of to formulate 

be conducted the two 
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The development o f  the corridor alternative i s  not 
Rick kaborne with the o f  other alternative measurer and not suff ic ient for 

Protection a detailed review. The applicant should f u l l y  develop th is  
1200 Sixth Avenue alternative, par t icu lar ly  since It to be a preference o f  the 
Seattle, Yashington 98101 applicant. 

Seaborne: Should you require additional on th is  subject, please 
contact 

Dear 
Carol o f  my staff  at 753-2724. 

This le t te r  provides 
Stat-t on the 

toi n  r e  ard the Draft Environmental 
Coal The Corps o f  Sincerely, 


Engineers (Corps) reference for  this project are 2-850259 

In le t  330). 2-850260 (Cook l n l e t  331). and (Cook l n l e t  


The Corps appreciates the opportunity to  on th is  document and 
for th ls  The 

which s t i l l  
to  be designated a cooperating 

t o  be resolved Special Section 
relationship o f  the surface mining i t s  stipulations to the 

concerns and the Chief, 
Regulatory 

process. I n  addition, the draf t  evaluation which was prepared 3 
by and 
 was l e f t  o f  C. 

I n  regard t o  the of various mitigative options 
i n  the DEIS are not su f f i c ien t l y  Identi f ied and developed i n  order for  a 
comprehensive to be put I n  order the 
Corps to use th ls  process our and 
should be evaluation and 


o f  
enough to provide a 

features w u l d  allow the project 
 be 
consistent with the 

beenfeatures have already incorporated in to the 
and the public interest 

by the applicant and as a resul t  o f  the process to date. 

should more clearly be l i s t ed  i n  order for the reviewer to the . 

extent of mitigation which has already 
 ect. 
(These are primarily reducing, avoiding and minimizing 

part o f  

Also related to mitigation concerns and impact i s  the 
Division of Mining Surface Mining which has already been issued. 

for the mine p i t  which have This has many r 
already been agreed t o  by the and the 


A detailed review of those I n  the 
 help 
are not specified 

that duplicating or conflicting reviewers and the applicant by ensurin 
stipulations are not put on permits. preliminary review o f  the Surface 

mitigative and monitoring ef for ts  b u i l t  into the Surface Mine 
Mine permit stipulations indicates that there already be 


t o  

for the area. 


for the 

Ifthis  

I 
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(DOC) has caplatod 
Snvir-tal Impact 

Statement 
U. Protection 

Environmental 
(HBPA). 

Diamond (DACCI twelve 

45 Mchoragm. The 
asswiated 

accommodatio~. 
(NPDESI f r w  

from U. S. Army 
Engineers (COE) USPA, -pact 

(SIS) DACCts 
pemits. 

BIS the 
asaociat.d permits stateem 

the We 
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c-nts 
?ha1 Impact 

IPBIS). 

IBIS preparation Decisibn. 

DGC c-nts from 
(Dl%), Game (DFGI, 

(DNRI, hsnsportation Pacilities vell 
State Bistori.a Xenai 

Peninsule comparison 
DSIS Lproved 

EPA 
preparers document. 

collunta meparated 
C-nts, page-mpmcifio caunta, and c-nts 

perrits. ?or colloents 
specifla inforution BPA 

previoualy'co~pleted the have 
1 pmrritting 

C-nts. 

GENERAL COmENTS 

Perrrlttinq 

perritting transportation, 
components th. projwt. thin 
procens 

and, 
detailad rnnitoring 

Mining 
Racluation (A8XCR.h) impetus 

develop~nt 
permit ASnCRA. primacy 

of 
Hining Reclmation (OSMRB) overseem 

ASHCRA for 
be least an OSMRE 

?roo 
permit 

required ASHCIU. 

REGISTERED 

S. Environmental Protection 


Rick

Agency 

Dear 


COAL 

PEASE 2 - I.D. 

The Division of Governmental Coordination 

coordinating the state's review of the Draft 


(DEIS) on the Diamond Chuitna Coal Project. The DIIS 

was circulated by the 
 S. Environmental Agency (SPA) 

for review and comment pursuant to the National 

Policy Act 


Alaska Coal Company 
 proposes to develop a 

million ton per year coal mine in the Chuitna region of upper 

Cook Inlet, approximately 
 miles west of 

project would consist of an open pit mine and coal 

transportation and port facilities, service facilities, and 

housing 

Discharge Elimination Systu 

The project requires National Pollutant 
Permit. SPA for 


discharge of pollutants from the mine, port, coil loading, and 

housing facilities to navigable waters. 

the
Additionally, various 


Corps of 
project activities require permits . Pursuant to the Environmental 

Statement process was initiated in response to 

application for these 


The review of the draft and final 
 documents and 

federal constitutes Phase 1 of the 


permitting process for 
 Diamond Chuitna Project. 
 are 


Rick 2 September 22, 

DEIS - Chuitna Coal Project 
Phase 2 - State I.D. No. 

providing on the DEIS to be either addressed or 

included, as noted, in the 
 Environmental Statement 


The state will complete our Phase 2 review and our 

Coastal Management Program consimtency finding between the 

issuance of the 
 and of the Record of 


received on the DBIS 
 the state Departments of 

Environmental Conservation 
 Fish and Natural 

Resources 
 and and Public as 

as from the Preservation office and the 


Borough. Reviewers noted that in to the 

Preliminary DEIS, the 
 is much and the state 

acknowledges the considerable effort of the 
 and document 


in producing this cooprehensive planning 


The state's on the DIIS are into general 

on the NDDES and 


COB 
 and 

to provide 


purposes of clarification of our 
to on the technical review 


by 
 state. we 
 included a discussion 

of our Phase 
 for the project within the general 


EIS Process and State Phase 1 


Prior to issuance of the DEIS. the state completed initial 

housing and mine 


of
for the port, 

Through 
 Phase 1 permitting 


associated impacts were reviewed 
the initial ten year project. affected resources, and 

for the mine component. 

programs and specific mitigation measures 


developed. 

pursuant to the Alaska surface Coal 

The state Surface Mining Permit application required 
Control and 


Act was the for this detailed review 

and the of the monitoring and mitigation for the mine 


permitting for coal mining in Alaska. 
area. Through the state has over 


Surface 

state program. The state 


The federal Office 

and Enforcuent the 


regulations 
 coal mine 

development must 
 at 
 effective as the federal 

regulations. 


and technical adequacy reviews of the Phase 
January 1985 to June 1988 the state conducted completeness 

1 applications

for the project. This included a 27 volume application for a 

Surface Mining Permit under 
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which generated 33 
colrents; 

pagea; pages 
Findings DNR; the 

Adequacy generated 
comments; 

pages1 
comnants 

DNRc major 

~rocess 
Larch modifications isjor 

applicstion, 
23- stipuiations 

submitted applicmt 
1987) 

coaments: 
comments1 

Pindings 

pernit with 
stipulationr. 

Wearing 
appeal 

testimony 

u~holdina the 9tate'S DOrnit ~ D D Z O V ~ ~  
stipulatiohs minor point;: 

' appeal p e d t  
Alaska is 

was completed staff 
well 

the-AS~~~-fyft~ication 
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8trongly DXIS 
corplated 

Phase 1 p d t t i n g .  that ?EX5 
alternative component, 

a8 fbr 
mine's per8itt.d 

The SPA A S W M  surface 
Mining 

A m .  
benefits 

dat&led review of the ASWm and our decision 
documents. State staff assimt the federal 
agencies 08 well as the DSIS prepuerm with this review. 

ASWCRA decieion 

state 
recognixes DEIS FBIS scope 

DBIS special 
and 

nowever, 
because ASWRA 

be ?EIS di8cussions 
bpacts, monitoring 

cments. 

w 
years by BIS fro8 10 

h e n  
ASXCRA permit we 

a h 0  ASWCRA permit 
(i.9.. 

puality 

the DBIS of 
Alaska 

concerning 

ASMCRA 
from --- likelv 

-* 
"'-- Aischsrge 
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Phase 
DBIS -

2 - State 
Chuitna 

The states nearly 3 112-year process included the following 

steps: 


A 13 month Completeness Review, 

pages of agency 11 separate reports to the 


56 
 of
state by 3 contractors totalling 237 
by the and one major revision of 


Permit Application by the applicant. 


A 13 M n t h  Technical Review, which 

144 pages of agency 10 separate reports to 

the state by 5 contractors totalling 626 469 

pages of public 

pages of Findings by the 


and transcribed testimony; 358 
and two revisions 

of the Permit Application by the applicant. This 
culminated in a decision bv the state on 

aspects of the permit 
5, 1987 to require to two 

.. plus an additional 
permit . 

A 5-month review of a fourth major revision of the 

Permit Application by the in 

response to the state's initial (March 3, 
 permit 

decision, which generated 36 pagea of agency 

32 pagea of public an additional contractor 

report totalling 39 pages; and 47 pages of 

theThis process culminated in a decision b 
by


the DNR. 

state on August 21, 1987, to approve the 
 19 


A 10 month Administrative process which 

considered over 25 separate 
 issues raised by the 

applicant and by Trustees for Alaska. Over twnty full 

or partial days of oral by 16 witnesses was 

heard. The hearing generated 1,339 pages of briefs, 

motions and other docuaents, and culminated in a 

decision 
 and 


on ail but two This 

decision was adopted by the state on June 28, 1988. 


A subsequent 
 of the state's 
 decision was 

filed in Superior Court on July 28, 1988, and 

currently in progress. 


The Phase 1 review 
 by technical 
 of the state 

resource agencies as 
 as private technical consultants under . . -

'DL- revisions to 

- Diamond 
Rick 4 22, 

Project
Phase - State No. 


Because of this, the state recommends the 
 authors 

review the technical evaluation 


We recommend the
by the state during the 

reflect, as the 

preferred for the mine the monitoring and 

mitigation developed 
 a result of this extensive process 

the initial 10 years as by the state through 


state has previously provided with our 


Phase 1 project with the 
Permit decision and our finding of consistency of the 

During the course of the DEIS 

review we have discussed with the COX and SPA the of l 


application 

are available to 


The applies only to the geographic area covered 

by the Surface Mining Permit and the monitoring and mitigation 
apply only to the initial 10 year permit term. 
 The 


that the 
 and have a much broader 
 and 

term. We agree with the 
 authors that problems exist 

in predicting the extent, magnitude, 

impacts as mining progresses over a period of 30 years. 


duration of potential 


of the strenuoum requirements of the regulations, 

the state believes that the decision8 made pursuant to these 
regulations should 
 mirrored in the of the 

mine area, project and mitigation for the 

initial 10 years. This comment is referenced repeatedly in our 

page-specific 


Where possible 

20 


have separated our comments on the remaining 
Because 


developed 

covered 
 the 
 the initial 


for project components outside the 
the detailed monitoring and mitigation have not 

years. 

boundary,

area and the other 


project areas 
distinguish between the 

road, transportation, housing, conveyor and 

port). 


nixing sone and state Water Standards 


Although 
 provides a discussion 
 application of the 

state receiving water standards, eg. the Water Quality 

Standards, too little information is provided the 

applicability of a mixing sone. While both the EPA and state 

standards can or do apply at the point of discharge, the state 

standards may by applied to the receiving water when a mixing 

zone is designated, The state's review identified that 

discharges 


.-to require a mixing zone to comply with the state 
the sediment ponds serving the active mine site 

*he discharge site meets specific . 
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thb receivin 
mixlng 

UPDSS 

lwflwlbaaeflov 
Water 

rodelling. 
ASMCRA s u u  Based 

assurs 
that quslity 

continqencv plan. ~ l a n  ~X0Vid.s 
implemintafibn 02 meisires ensure rhe 

complirnce th. 
continPencv ~ l a n  reauired describad-ln 

siirfri.e'~inin~ ~eimit M d  is 
project's ACXQ. 
b. reviewed approvd 

issuance DM: tpe IOA NPDES 
and the COS 

zone m e t  
ccntinguray 

a 1 8  YPDSS 

Developrent 

sp.cial attempting 
assess w a r  tha 

require 
acquired 

wotential 
techniquem. We support ihis approach to appropriate 
mitigation is consistently applied throughout the 

ASMCRA 
state whether 

mitiaation im~acts 
with moniioring to quantify the effects mitigative efforts 
while identifying additional impact 

proceoa 
ASMCRA 

were (See 
comments proceas 

state wnitoring 

~ r .  Seaborne I988 
Di8mond Coal 
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DZXS the 
may 

doom 
effprt 

the a r m  year 
Mditiorully, smbiguous 

mina 
Pinally. fails specify 

d w a  
what EDA 

Tho tacomendations 
PIIS. Pirst, atate 

rr.colp.nd8 the IBIS refloct the 

develOF USCIU mine prmit 
initia 10 recaunds 

outside BPA 
impacts can ba minimixmd, 

prior compensation 
Pinally, rec-nds th. 
boyond the tom for mine 

area areas ba idmtifid 
issu.nce TBIS federallstatelapplicant workshop 

feasible mitigationl8onitoring 
b. reflectmd PSIS. mggested approach 

review spwific irp.cts 
cmponents b. 

avoided. ways u y  be 

rhe preparers DEIS 
1985. 

allow 

ba 
also allw PETS 

many 
DACC past 

The interagencylapplicant approach has been implemented 
successfully on other large developments in 
solae working 

modiftcations andlor 

committee aa 

recaended 
.enforcementn ia 

DEIS - nr. Rick 5 22, 
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to achieve water standards at the boundary of the 
zone concept is mentioned in the DEIS, 
zone. Although the 


neither the DSIS, nor the draft permit address the 

application of a mixing zone. 


The DEIS identifies that under winter 

conditions, compliance with the Alaska Quality Standards is 

not projected by recent studies and The state's 


review reached the 
 conclusion. on such 

uncertainties and to that state standards will be met. the 

state is requiring 
 the applicant develop a water 


The contlnaencv for 

of a variety 
 to 
 active mine 


discharge achieves with Alaska Water Quality 

Standards. The is and 

stipulation 6 of the also a 

condition of the Phase 1 consistency with the 

This contingency plan must and rior to 


of the 401 Certification from the for 

permits 
 Section 404 permits. 


Therefore, the operator's reliance on the mixing to 

state water quality standards along with the plan

stipulation should be described in the 
 and the permit. 


of Mitigation Measures 


The state acknowledges that problems exist in 
to project impacts the 30 year term covered by 

DBIS. 

to 
approach that is responsive not only to the results of 
monitoring data. but 

As the DEIS suggests, this will a flexible 


advances in mitigative 

ensure thit 


the tenure of 

project. 


In reviewing the permit application for the mine, the 

utilized an integrated process to define specific


impacts can be avoided, minimized, rectified or reduced. If not, 

then for unavoidable was reauired in concert 


of 

trends. 


As described above, the for review and approval of the 

Surface Wining Permit was extensive. This process 


considered virtually a11 of the mitigation options proposed by 

EPA in the DEIS. 

requirementa. several other options 

Many of these were developed into detailed 
rejected 


page-specific for further detail). The involved 

a11 the resource agencies and the mitigation and 

plans developed received extensive public review and input. 


Attnr 
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DEIS - Chuitna Project

Phase 2 -
The presents project mitigation in 
 form of various 


adopt during permitting. 

This approach 
options that regulatory agencies 

not take advantage of the mitigation 

information available as a result of the extensive state 

for 
 mine permit 
 for the 10 
 permit term. 


appropriate mitigation both within and outside of the 
this approach renders the DIIS regarding


permit 

area. because the DEIS to a preferred 


not illustrate 
mitigation plan with justifying rationale, it 
supports and why. 


state has several to correct these 

deficiencies in the 
 as stated above, the 

strongly that 
 mitigation measures 


via the process for the 
 area for the 


the project components 
year term. Secondly, the state that, for 


the mine area, the 
 evaluate 

whether avoided, rectified or reduced 


to defining 

approach. the state 

as the initial mitigation 

initial 10 year 
that 


mitigation 
 the
appropriate

permit

and for the other project prior to 


of an 
 via a forum. 

identified would 


then
appropriate 

in the 
 The is to 

the 


various project and then if these impacts cannot 
associated with or anticipated from 


to assess the 
 they 
 minimized, rectified or 

reduced. 


of the 
 held such a workshop on the project 
We believe reconvening 


this forum would 
fisheries mitigation plan in August 

development of a greater degree of 

specificity in the PEIS and would greatly reduce the potential 
for conflicting or changing mitigation requirements, which would 


agencies. 
unworkable for the applicant, from various permitting 

The suggested approach would the 
 to 

reflect the project specific expertise of state and federal 

resource agency staff 
 of whom have worked extensively on the 


proposal over the 
 several years. 


workshop

scale 
 Alaska. In 


cases tho forum continues to meet bimonthly to 

review necessary proposed project monitoring

results. 


The DEIS references an aquatic habitat 
 a mechanism 

to assure implementation of mitigation measures. The interagency 

group suggested by the state is as a .technical 

reviewm rather than forum and 
 not intended to 
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.assure 
forum 

designated cornittea been 
bpacts, 
preparers ' 

asaistance to-. 
Purther 
interagency/applicant 

PAGE-SPSCIPIC COHMENTS 

The'conveyor structure describad baing 
top except crosaill~s where 

kderiide vould also k enclosed. discus8ion is provided 
regarding the loss of coal particulates along the conveyor 
in areas other than stream crossings. The state r e c n d s  

b. covered, 
=PA 

identifiea 
this 

bov, 
accumulation below 
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pa e -- m e t  Bov.ver, 
documentation 
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Quality 

c-nts, 
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rior 

Bowever, &re 2-4, ponds 
treatment 

ASMCRA Permit 
acca~odate treatment 

w s t  cases f l ~ ~ ~ ~ l a t i o n  systaml. 
2-4 does 

rorke. 
the between system 

required leaat sing18 
-' ----*-+fnn svstar - 

-&- ---4ninq eystqe ..- 
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showa 
immediate 

Barever, 
the pa* 

Page Figure 2-8. 
depicted'wre an 
the I 

I 

paqe 2-1:. k l t  be 

.Partially needs furth8r 
adaquat~ly 

Page 1 4  the 
wfldlife corridor I - - - - - - - - 

bas b a d  knom moose aovements 11 
?iocurent asaure -. -- 

alternatives. 

ContinPency discusaed, in made of1 -- .~ -. 

siting'con~rols mtorage 
month 

berm 

ment 
1008 maintainha 

e 
+~ine 1118 I 

 state-^^^ 
Waste Regulations, 

M C  eg. sludge 

2-3;. *Any 
icant's 

n ft.1 noncoahusti- 

---.-"ed commitment from 
--nmumd 

, I /  
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implementationw of mitigation measures. Although on 2-15, Southern Corridor Conveyor. The map of this corridor 

other projects the interagency working has not been buried moose crosslnga in the vicinity of the Chuitna 

formally as a it has effective in 

reviewing both terrestrial and aquatic project 

mitigation, and monitoring. We suggest the PSIS 


River that are designed to occur on the 
these same crossings are 

bluff area 

overlooking the river. 

noticeably absent from 


contact the state for for coordinating this 

we suggest that the PSIS describe this 


group rather than an aquatic habitat 

committee. 


artist's illustration on 

2-18. The bluff area above the Chuitna River is a critical 

migration route, and it is essential that the conveyor 

prwide moose passage in this area. Therefore, the PSIS 

should clarify that the conveyor will, in fact, be buried in 

this location. 


2-16, Potential gravel sources need to be 

Paqe S-2. is as enclosed 
 ciearly, and 
 explanation provided as to why 


on and one side at stream the 
 general areas identified are believed to represent the 

No 
 bast locations. 


on the underside in 

conformance with tbe applicant's original design unless 


design is not appropriate the PSIS should address in 

of coal fines and runoff 


addressed. 


applicable standards. 


state Surface Wine Permit, it is apparent that applicant 

meet the Alaska Water Standards without the 


As stated in our general 


Apparently the conveyor 
 is to 

enc osed on the underside. where the belt crosses a stream. 


.partially 

that the entire conveyor 


enclosed. 
 clarification, as the 

diagrams provided are not detailed. 


If EPA identifies portions of the conveyor for which 
where and when this design is not appropriate. 

to 

these portions, 


2-19, paragraph 3. The process that 

develoment of 


the conveyor would 
 route site specific, and 
crossings on the southern 

on 


toor design criteria established for that route applv 
in that area. The should not that distance I 
either of the other two route 


concerning 


2 9. It is stated that a11 of the sediment pond discharges 
the mine area will 


submitted in conjunction with the 
Pages 2-25 and 2-44. Although the SPCC Plan for oil spill 


can't 
 and planning is no mention 

use of a mixing zone. 
 for the-oil and fuel area. With a 

the 
 should in detail the of a four 

mixing zone, will need a lined area with a contained 

supply on hand, it is likely that the operator 
to control 


potential spills. The PSIS should reference this require-

Paqe 2-14 and 2-4. It 
 and note that the contained area is required to hold 


facilities area is to ba bv two sediment 

noted that runoff from the mine 


of the capacity of the largest tank, while 

settling and treatment 


for 

12 inches of freeboard. 


according to 
-2003.to discharge to stream

the discharging to 

stream 2003 do not include works. According to 

the application approved by the state, all of 


Pa 2 27 The method of sludge disposal will be hauling it to 
pit for burial. The should note that this 


the sediment ponds are designed to 
 proposal kill require coordination with the to 

works (in 
 assure compliance with the Solid 

legend to Figure 


a two stage The 

18 
 60, 
 stabilixation of the 
 prior to 


identify some ponds as not having treatment Instead, 

should be revised such that it 
 not 


disposal. 

legend could differentiate 


where the state has that at 
 Paqe 
app 

The statement that 
standards for revegetation also would be covered 


soil which does not meet the 

be fully functional prior to the ponds 
. 5 pond 

those 13 pond 
a stage 


with a minimum of 1.2 

ble spoil material," is no longer correct, The applicant 


(4 of nontoxic and 


this 
 ...- the final revision Of the . by the state. 
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Mitigation 

not. 

Paqes Concerning ' 
wihdrowing and hrning 

is Bowever, as 
b. 

them. s u e  

a11 
&etation conveYor I 

potkial 
maintain important TEIS 

will niakire from etative 
measures included% 

Page 3-6. DlIS 

par mine 
rsaliaed, 

m a d  
shows 

the fu itive 
of Deter(i0ration of Air 

(PSD) program 

types 

reasona FEIs recoepend 
production.ia 

ca ust 
a!y ~nv:r&mental 

cheaical mppressants, 

Page Corridor/Port 
alternatives proceas is 

impacts hsis amount 

thin 
arsessina im~acta movement 

l 8  

- 

topoqra- 
phy. paths, critical habitat 
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may b. m r m  important amount 
else equal, andlor 

toother noose movements 
ti..., fror prrwintar to 

early-winter range 

affected 
moose will 

paraqraph 
'Zffectt aniul movements 

wuld moderate. statement m y  ----.. 
anal~sis movement datl Ch- ---- -- - 

established~wildlife b. baais I 
paragraph 6, last sentence. V. are any 

c-ihnt applicant's establish animal 
crossings on conveyor route that -... 

mov.mt# oimoose. Thm strbject 
remains the anL.1 cros8ings 

mveaents docurant 
should am requirement of impact 

croeeings. t t u  

Pages 
PBIS selection 

a.coad8ry alternative uans. 
The Dl18 Eastern alteraative 

alternative. our understanding 
b.cause Yative 

h e n  unable n e g o x e  ogre-nt 
a transwrtation m Ladd. the DETa ts cmmlled -. - - - -, --- - - - - - 

i proferred alternative 
&e. 

seems s o n  discussion 
is 

WBPA. that 
alternative. PEIS 

modify 
HIIPA 
from spplicant'a 

4-1. lloquawkie 
r915, 

Page that %oose 
concentrate mall 

mislead 

9 
 1988 


Phase 2 
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Paqe 2-34, Fish Plan. It is unclear why the 

applicant's fish mitigation plan is described in this 

section, and the wildlife mitigation plan is 
 I 

2-39 and 2-41, Mine Site Preparation. The 


clearing and 
described, including provisions for burial in the mine pit 

of trees brush for is 


not possible. 
 the mine pit would 

not 
if burning 

beetle infestation, the operator would need to cut the trees 
available for two to three years, in order to prevent 


into logs and peel and stack The 
 conditions 

would apply to the conveyor corridor. 


The W I S  identifies that 
-41Paqe 2 Conve or Construction. 
the in the right-of-way corridor will be 

cleared. To reduce the for erosion and to 


wildlife habitat, the 
 should include 

mitigation that 
 impacts v . 
clearing. There should be Chapter 6.0 
and could include measures such as selective clearing. 


c em 
Page 2 46. paragraph 4. 

suppressants are likely to be applied and if 
- It should be specified what 
 of 


considerations are associated with these 

chemicals. Water. rather than dust 

is presently being used at the one operating coal mine in 

Alaska. 


Road. The 

approximately 23 double trailer coal trucks will rake 

estimates that during full production 


approximately 311 round trips 
 day between the and 

the port site. This scenario, if will result in 

major impacts to wildlife that live in the vicinity of, or 

cross, the haul 
 corridor. Additionally, air quality 


that at full production, if trucks are used 
modelling 
to haul coal, the increment for dust designated 

in the Prevention 
 significant 

Quality 
 would be exceeded. 


Attnt 
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than the of surface area lost. 

All being routes that parallel 
 cross few 


routes. 

that occur quickly 
drainages are preferable 

alpine areas 

lover level in response to severe 

snowfall) tend to be along drainages. 

by developments, the leas 
Therefore, the fewer 


drainages that are 

likelihood there is that have difficulty negoti-

ating these changes. 


Page 3
the opinion that the 
-16, 1. Yo evidence is presented to support 


upon . . . 
be similarly This be true, 

but an of moose and design of I 
crossings should used as tho 


for evaluating potential impacts. 


Paqe 3-19. 

on the 

the 


migratory 


unaware of 

part to large 

to Ladd conform to the 


sentence only 

true if large are placed 


according to migratory of moose. The 

reference this 
 a 
 effective 


reduction via animal This 
 should also be 

included in Chapter 6.0 under mitigation. 


3-33 throuah 3-35, Identification of Preferred Alternative. 

The 
a preferred, and 

should explain in greater detail what of' 

preferred,


identifies tbe Ladd as the 

preferred It is that, 


ek Corporation have 

apparently

the applicant and the 
to a right-of-way 


for 
 corridor 

to develop secondary 


. 
that' is less 


environmentally mound Granite Point). Therefore, it 
 I 
appropriate that 
 additional be given 


For these two the 
 should against long 
 of 
 It is our understanding 
 DACC prefers the 

tern use of the haul road if full achieved. Northern Ladd We request that the 
I 

what obligations are conferred upon an applicant to 

to explaining why this action consistent with provisions 

explain 
a


3-13, Transportation Location. 
 plan of operations if the 
 preferred alternative and 

weakness of the selection 

A significant 
that 
 Record of Decision differ 
 the proposal.


adverse are weighted on the of the of 

Page 
 paragraph 3. The Indian Reservation was 
acreage that will be affected by each of the various alter-

natives. We believe is a biologically simplistic 
 established in not 1934. 

approach when . to moose and use of 

adjacent habitat. For-the conveyor and roads, the direction 
 4-17. paragraph 2. The statement 

of the route in relation to other factors such am 
 in 
 groups at higher elevations* mhould be 


migrational 
 or adjacent areas 
 expanded. As written, it could readers by implying 
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tha moose Ridge Ooneen- 
tration is small. documant should ineluda 
-re concantration itself, 

moos* 
pra-wintar faeding have h e n  adaquataly addrassad. 

state's Xenai Moose Rasaarch Cantar 
suggast wintu faading u y  

dangarous 
wa tha 1118 

attention not* tha 
information pradict tha 

devel- 
op.ant. 

TEIS h w  @, 
the 1986 ccaparas 

uximum Septembar 20, I 
paragraph 3. The DSIS makes the statnant 

'substantial subsistence activities are conductadg 
Xenai Peninsula Borough. This is trua for portiona tha 

~yonek, Bay and Gr.hu, 
ganerally areas of 

three namad abova, Saldooia, 
of &.a 

?isherims O w ,  subeietbncm ones are 
economy. 

Paqm The 
tha w o s a  

now subsistanca 

b 
mwsa/vehicla I ., 

collisions. The conberned that road 
mortalities may impact moose I " '  

Qualit 
k o m  I 

eewaqe-treatment As8uminq I 
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conatru&ion 

gsomewhat water reault - -h- nlnina. ahould be 
-' -----*A- appropriate._ 

Surface Evdrol . aection 
tha poseibility that n s t o r E t r m u  tamparetures icing 
condition. ba mdifiad by mine davalopant. ¶'he 
applicant pradictad changes in dovnstrau tnparaturam 
-0.31.C IBU~BUB) daring the winter, -0.81°C (maximh) 

5' 

fha s-r. (s& A W R A  ~ariit Vol. 
XVII, 4-261 4-26lh). Dm's Marah 1, 
Tindings concludad that thesa 

el80 
tamperatura ba antirely pradicted 

this tha. Therefore, 
tamporatura includad (See 

I1 the March 
progru subsaquantly 

parrit (Vol. XVII, 4-232). 

Page Surface water runoff frOa 
C-actea qravel as 

water Treabent 
from thasa areas ASa811CIU parrit 

baon addrassad. pensit 
d-nt shoald discuss 

treatad order meet staadsrds. 

Pagee concerning water 
roquiremants, including 

ba expandad. tha SPA etandards 
LPA 

the water quality standards 
subjact in natural streamtlw 

problau stom 
hydrograph 

normal. vheraas continued ~ u m ~ i n g  of vould 
contiuuad elevata discharga.  he docuient 

the unlearn $PA 
ba m t  

ensure 

e .the most 
+ka Quality pa 

6.5-8.5 pB oil I d 

e 
+'the 

lowflow/baseflw 
-'-aa-- does 

'----' - * e l *  a~~lication 

- StatePhase 2 
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that total number of in the Lone 

In addition, tha 


a detailed discussion of the rut 

since it's characteristics and use by for breading and 


not 

Recent results of the 


that disruption of post-rutlearly 

be as to moose populations as disruptions to 

successful breeding. Consequently, suggest that 

devote further to this possibility, and 

fact that very little exists to 

response of the Lone Ridge rut concentration to coal 


-Paae 4 29, Flooding Characteristics. The 
 should discuss 

to 


the 
flooding which occurred in October of 

recorded flood on 1976. 


Page 4-65, that 

in the 

of 


borough, such as English Port but 

not the case for the road-connactad tho 


borough. 
 places

and the west side 

Except for the 
Cook Inlet, the borough has 

-classified as being non rural by the Joint Board of 

hnd meaning that 
 not a 

principal characteristic of the 


4-89, paragraph 2. document should clarify that 

winter hunt war a subsistence and recreational 


hunt only from 1983 to 1985. It is 
 a only 

hunt. 


Page 5-11, Wildlife. An additional adverse impact that should 
considered is direct mortalitv from 

state is haul 

have a significant on 
 and other 


wildlife. 


Page 5-19, Groundwater . In several places., degradation 
of ground water quality leakage emanating from newer 
lines and areas is identified. 
proper materials and techniques are utilized, 
leakage should not pore a threat to the environment. It is 

also stated that poorerw quality will 


The resulting water quality 

with 


12 22, 

Coal
-


This5-19. Water should mention 

and 


could 

of 


and 

during application 


pp. 
 through 1987 


minimal affect on fish but 
change could not 

ooncludad that the magnitude 

a stipulation requiring continuous 
at 

changes would have only a 

of any 

monitoring was in the decision 

Section 
 of 
 Dacision, p. 39-41). This 


was incorporated into the 

application 


monitoring 
p. 

5-20, Surface Water Runoff. 

areas such 
 roads and staging areas is 


quality standards. of
subject to-state 
runoff 
 within the 
 area has 


Tor these areas outside the mine 

boundary, tho bow runoff will be 


in to 
 state 


5-25 and 5-35. The discussion quality 


should Although
state receiving water standards 


provide for 

affluent criteria during storm 
waiving of certain 

events, state still apply, 

to accounting for variations 


conditions. The occur when the post event, 

stream and natural conditions have returned to 


result-in a 

the in-pit sumps 

should note that the applicant has made a commitment not to 
pump out of 
 both state and water 

quality standards can 

in-pit sumps 
and that the operator will have 


to work with the state in controlling the discharge to 

compliance with state standards. 


Pa 5-28. As stringent standards apply, per the 

Water Standards, the range specified 


should be units. Because and grease have 

been identified to be present in the waste water, they 

should also be addressed in this section. 


Pa 5-30 The discussion indicates that discharge compliance 

Alaska Water Quality Standards during winter 


conditions is not projected by recent 

and modelling.. DACC 
 however project that 


of a mixing 


Phase 
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ASLSWCIU 

ba incorplata. Furthar 
FllIS. 

relative radiating 
froll thie particurarly 

DBIS speculatam 
circuutances, 

will ba mamt 
would ba more 

l a m  raferanca rquiramants 
tha 21, Dacision nlating 

traamnt basaflw. thi. saction 
zonee well tb. Water Quality 

required 

Pages There s o u  discrapancy batwan 
this standud.. Pleas* not* 

EPA's poality 
limitatione are 

some cases thesa are 1or.r tha 
Ragulations. uample, 

watsr 
ugll frash 

12 ug/l. the m a t  atringant 
5-8, 

applicabla 
greaea, 

solids) not 

;-32. ie 
hou 

ASlICtU 
flocculant atstions 

surface Mine 
Permit 

Uining deciaion. 
the Decieion. 

requirement us* 
ba 

sumpa/in-pit 
storm Uwevar, 

La 
post-storn from sumpe. 

colritaent 
from in-put amps meet the 
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refarenca 3? 
measures 

complianca 1 

mraqraph .roosa 
.btlaaanca e y c t e d  daclina bocausa 
tha ha8 nussrous 

impacts contributa declina 

paraqraph identified 
potential subsiatenca uses, 
tha DKXS discossas tvo t h m  the 
directly follw. there 
d a n w n t  vhara ba 

agree iesues, 

un*nom ugnituda abundance. ~otantial 
disturbnce lorn Ridge ~t 

potential vahicle/.oosa 
th. haul dis~lacurnts andlor 

39 

mvarnts due sit* 
developunt. 
declins 

ba on* saction, 
laast rafaranced elsewhere. 

The program dafina 
may identifiad 

mitigate implemented. 

Paqe ;-85. Refarence u d e  sediment 
A 

Lpact thie 

issue 
vould 

Cook 

1:-i0. 
~ n t i o n e d  the 

leschate ae moves 
Rwaver, 

made 
eection ba rewritten stata 
standards achiaved 

likely 
ba 

5~86. Thm discuarion 
does addrase 

41 
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zona. See Vol. XXI, Table 40 of the application. As 

stated previously, details of proposed mixing zones hava not 
been provided, causing the technical justification which is 

the focus of this review, to 

discussion should be added to the 


to
There is coneiderable uncertainty 
effluent discharges 
 project, under 

winter conditions. The discussion in the 

that due to a variety of 
 presumably in favor 

of tha operator, the operator 
 able to 
 tha 

Alaska Water Quality Standards. It relevant 

for the 
 to the of Stipulation 3 

of 
 state's August 


of winter 

should address mixing 


1981, to 

In addition, 


as 
 as 

Contingancy Plan by tha etata. 


5-31, 5-34, and 5-81. 
 is 

tabla and tha applicable that 


the Alaska Watar Quality Standards reference 

Criteria for Watar when specific 
 not 

provided. In 
 levels 
 than 

Alaska Drinking Water For the fresh 


and marine watar chronic criteria for arsenic are 

48 and 5 
 respectively. Tha 
 watar chronic 

criteria for copper is 
 As 

standards apply, the criteria in Tables 
 5-9, and 5-25 

naed to be reassessed to raflect the standards. 

Also, the levels of hydrocarbons, oil and turbidity

and sediment (settleable are 
 reflected in these 

tables. 


Paqe The use of flocculants 
 indicated in several places 

n thie document, yet tha DEIS does not specify if. 
 and 

what flocculants will be applied. Tha state review 

addressed the requirements for in the 

sediment and drainage control plan for the 


area. The PEIS should reflect the information in the 

Surface 
 See 

Stipulation 1 of

Permit application and stata 
August 21, 1987, Further, 


additional specifics on the for 
 of 

flocculants outside the mine permit area should 
 provided. 


Page 5-33. This discussion addresses elevated levels of 

suspended solids in the in-pit settling areas 


run-off events. there
during high rainfall, 
no recognition of problems with continuing to discharga 


event, turbid run-off 
 the in-pit The 

to only 
document should reference the applicant's 

pump 
 the when the discharga can 


DEIS - Diamond Chuitna 
Rick 14 22, 
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state water quality standard.. Additionally, this section 

should include to the Watar Quality Contingency 

Plan and contingency to be developed to assure 


with tha standards. 
 . 

suggest that they all 
that a11 five are potential 

discussed in 
 or at 


5-69, 4. This paragraph states that 

is not to drastically of 


project . . .. The state 
project that could 


in loose 

include to tha 


identified 

to a of 


impacts

concentration and 


loss of rutting habitat, collisions 

on 

blockage of 

road, and potential animal 
to conveyor routing and port 


Therefore, the DBIS prediction of no drastic 

is unsubstantiated. 


state has davaloped a loose monitoring to 

loose abundance so that declines 
 be promptly 

and steps to the decline be 


Page 

r efly 

Tha possible impacts to ground watar quality are 
and raferenca is made to further 


dilution of the 
 it percolates and into 

surface vater. 
not allw for mixing zones in ground water, which 

state vater quality standards do 


in this section. This
invalidates the assumptions 
should 

utilizing methods other than ground 
such that compliance with 


is 

water dilution. It is that ground water monitoring 

wells will 
 required. 


is 
 to tha increase in load 


regarding the 
ue to this project. 

of 
detailed discussion is not providad 

additional loading on Cook 

Inlet. 
 while it is understood that Cook Inlet is naturally 

still warrants review. The discussion 
silty, the 
be improved by including information on the ambient 


load in 
 Inlet. 


Page 
s op 

regarding the repair and maintenance 

not the use and disposal of solvents. 


Page 5-69, 1. The first paragraph five 

but
effects of the project on 

only 
 of in 
 sections that 

is no reference in tha 


as to 
Furthermore, 

these other potential effects might 

located. Wa 
 and 


I 
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%ived (if 

#one is 
are 

5-116, Resource Harvest. Conairtent 
c ~ n t ,  this 8hould moved 1 "  

5-117 e Earvest ulations. The 
asree; increasinq:v h k e s t  rawlation. I 
could aignificank kfects subsist6nce 

in iacrsases 

Ias eredictedh is 1 
park; liighway; the 

Tish O w  wish 

natanuska YillowlTalkeetru 
eubsistence fisheries 

hunts area, 
restrictin Tyonek's 

activitfes. fisheries 
establish 

5-123. paraqraph Thr&llile 
moose 
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Wnitorin coments 
monitorinq ch&r DlIS 

.nr. C-nts. - ~ ~ 

the rec-ndstion that PSIS reflect mitigation and 
wnitoring developed previously the mine caponent 
the A8XClU procams. This lends continuity to 

fideral p.rrittingprocesses 
=IS previoum 

Toward thim followin c-ntm 
riti ation dfacussed Each 

c-nt 
ASIICBA permit referenced 

)XIS preparers 

m n y  comsnts 

recoonend 

Comments. 

we note PEIS term8 

term is 

Paae 6-4. The nining Program 
as 

A M  M C  90.311(e). 

paqe 6-4, Permit 
Strandline topsoll. materials 
salv.9.d fror a mininu air I ,=, 
inch.;, and soil8 rep1ac.d reclamation 

mix 21, 
August 
XVI, DEIS 

date. 

ve etation. EPA %inor concern' 
me; p.&ular aspect. appl%antns 

unpredictability 
specie8, 

poaaibility soil moisture  level^ 
plant 

the DSIS may 

landscaping --'-- nlanned. DEIS 
-'----+-istics 

---a 4n 
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there is no mention of how oil and grease will 
 Chapter 6.0 Mitigation Reclamation and . Our 
regarding the mitigation and of the 


grease trap fails, or it inadequately removes 
be removed from the sediment ponds if either the oil and 

included in our General The state reiterates 
I 
pollutants. 


Page 
or t 

Given the size of the potential on-site 
 field 


review of ground water impacts is needed. 
housing and transportation facilities, further 


Tor instance, a 

review 
 data may be required to the 

potential for ground water contamination. 
 mentioned in 

our that follow on the permits, this leach 

field vill require a Plan Review and Approval by the state. 


Pa -5 115 Table 5 27 does not include total solids, 

oxygen, fecal coliform, or chlorine 
 used)


concentrations. Again, although the use of a mixing 

presented, the justification and supporting data 
 not 

presented. 


Paqe Effects on Subsistence 

with our earlier discussion be to 

page 5-69. 


Paqe Effects of Chan in Re state 

that restrictive 

have on local 


harvests. 
in the human population on the w s t  side of Cook Inlet occur 

In addition, it worth noting that if 


and a road connection established with the 

the economy of 


an extent that the Joint Board of 

area could change to such 

and 
 right

to reclassify this area as %on-rural,' similar to, for 

example, the Valley or the area. 

This would in turn eliminate a11 and 

subsistence which presently exist in this 

severely opportunities to engage in 

traditional Although the Board of 

could subsequently personal use fisheries, these 

generally have much reduced hag limits, and have no 

preference over aport or commercial fisheries. 


Page 2. In addition to the 

site, it should be noted that in mild winters also 

utilize habitat near Congahbuna Lake. 


Paqe 5-125, Cumulative Impacts. Again, the portion of this . vould be if it were 
all impacts 

the 
 the 

for 
 Via 


approach 
 the 

state and while allowing the 


to build upon the state's efforts. 


end, the 

specific


details how the state addressed the topic during the 
options in chapter 6.0. 


are provided on the 

process and decision. The 

documents are available to the 
 for review. 


of our presenting detailed mitigation apply 

only to the mine permit area. The state continues to 


development of appropriate litigation for the 

non-mine permit area through the interagencylapplicant group 

described in our General 


that if the 
 contains the 'increased 

emphasis. and .decreased emphasism when discussing 

mitigation options, further definition of these 

required. 


excerpt from Alaska Surface Coal 

regulations quoted on page 6-4 is incorrectly identified 

11 90.313. The correct citation is 11 


6-3 and soils. The Surface Wining requires that 

and underlying soil be 


all disturbed areas to 
 depth of 

that 
 be during to at 


least a 
 inch depth. See stipulation 
21, 1987 Decision, and 

20, June 

Decision; Stipulation 7, 

Permit Application Vol. 
 section 4.10. The does 


of
not reflect the final permit stipulations, and thus is out 


Page 6-5 The 
 apparent1 ham 

of the revegetation 


plan.
using nursery stock for replacement of woody plant 

The issues identified include the of 


may not correspond with the requirements of proposed 
and the that post-mining 


communities. Because of this, 
 suggests that it 

be more appropriate to encourage natural plant succession 

approach that is currently 
than the etructured 

However, the fails to evaluate whether 

associated with woody 

which 


1988 
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natnral 
succession more 1andscsp.d 

deviatm much 

Pernit 
(Volume 

coments suggest?ons 
DElS. require 

t h .  
bo rine 

actual 

ASMCRll follarsx 

Fertiliration. Permit Xn, 
4 - m .  

of Zslsndm 
postmining vegetation 

types. cannot k 
thia' tho. 'Incrsased o~phasis. 

succeas teated 

Establishment of Willoua. Willow planted in 
fivm of the seven postmining typos. See 
a180 Stipulation 11, August 

Use of N0n-Native Swcies. All the proposed 
reclamtion seed nixtures presently contain 
predominantly native smcies. Based test d o t  

DNR-my thi rocomendink the 
Norcoast Bairgrass (nativm) 

Foxtail 
time. 

~opwraphic 
program Surfacm 

ymars operation. 
Section14.19. 

Augunt 

Flexibility in Locating Postdnina Types. 
Permit Application specifies locations 
postmining vegetation t ~ w s  basod slom 

~ 

moiituri consideritions. 
Vol. XVI, Warch 

Deci8ion. 
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Septembar I988 

6-6, Wilillife. 

incormrated thr -.~- 
Mining-permit dee~&a~ro~riatm. 

follwsx ' 

Depresmions. (see 
6-51. 

, *  Ecolosical locatinq Postminin 
rypes. ~ag! 6-5). 

hroadcaeting. m, 

Additional Nativ* Smcies. The 
bluegres8 recoundsd the DIIS 
recmnt (1986) by Ahaka Uateriele 

Althouah imeims u v  renresent 
tie mix ii~ihe~~future, 

c-rcially 
(coll.lerciel 8eed pr&esa 

Perrit, recogniaed 
mvaluete 

the 
with 

as 899 Perait 
4-174 4-174.. 

t w  grassea 
haever, wuld be 

roc-nded 
c-rcial source 

species, 

Emtsblishing 
n o m a s k a , 

t w  postninine t m m .  
.Increased in warranted iiccesr 

FertilLeations. Number 
fertiliaationm 

Application 
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planting. will occur, and it is unclear h a  plant Page As with the list on the preceding page, 

will benefit any than planting. these suggested revisions to the reclamation plan have 


if soil moisture levels 
 from conditions that 	 already been considered and into Surface
---.-.-
exist today. to the extent The 

specific point8 listed have been addressed as 
The revegetation plan currently contained in the 


reflects state a ency Application XVI, Section 4.11) 
 Creation of Wet 
 discussion under 

and concerns, and addresses all of the 
 Page


presented in the 
 It would be inappropriate to 

Any 
 Criteria for 
further changes in thm revegetation plan at this 

further revisions should deferred until the is in 
 vegetation (see discussion under 

operation and experience has been gained with 

reclamation results in the field. Specific points raised by 
 Establishment of Berry-Producing Shrubs. All of the 

EPA were addressed during the review as 
 listed species are planned to be established by sprig 


See Permit Application Vol. 
 Table 

See Application Vol. 
 page 
 4.11-12. 


Seeding of 	 alpine

Creation 
 of Natural Vegetation. 
 These are 
 and slough grass in are 


planned in two of the seven 
 releaser the Plant 

Center. these
Note that success of this technique 

is not 
 worthwhile additions to seed 

warranted until 
predicted at 

can be in the field. 
 available
neither grass is presently 
sources ire in the of being 


will be 
 developed). During the review of the Surface Mining 

vegetation 
 both the state and the applicant the 

21, 1987 Decision. 
 desirability of continuing to 

revegetation technology throughout 	
advances in 

life of the 


of 
 operation, 

reclamation plan 


changes incorporated into the 

on 
 Application Vol. XVI, pp. 
appropriate.

through

results, in future he 
 Requiring the addition of the at this time, 

substitution of Bering 	 for 


(introduced), but no change is 	
premature.


Meadow 

considered appropriate at this 
 With respect to the addition of yarrow to 


the seed mix, we are unaware of any 

Creation of 
 Diversity and Ponds. A 
 of hardy Alaskan seed for this either existing 


wetland restoration was required in the 
 or under development. 


19. 

Mining Permit, for the initial ten 

21, 1987 Decision, pp 18

of 

See Permit Application Vol. XVI, Also 
 Shrubs by Sprig in . This technique has 
see 	 
 but is planned 


for 
 of the seven vegetation

Vegetation 
 emphasis. not until can 


The 	 that actual 
 be tested in the field. 

of will be on 

and- soil See Permit 
 Repeat 	 and tiring of repeat 

Application 
 p. 4-159b. See also 5, 
 will be determined in the field, based 

1987 Section IV, p. 22. 
 on the results of the annual revegetation monitoring 


program. See Permit Vol. XVI, p. 4-199b. 
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- ara With area# not 
pre;iL! a&ressed ~ R A t b  59 

e n h a ~ ~ ~ ( ~ ~ n t  forr ritigation I 

4-159b. 

c e n s a t e  irreversible or long c a i t u n t s  of 
valuable habitats. M e r ,  believe the P8I8 1 should standards based upon inforution that is 

6-7, paragra~hs 
th. main 

be encourage loose 
wasibilitv that I 

roaa. 

6-7. 
suspendad 

cables, less 

6-8, DBXS, 
flows downstream flew I 
conditions, conmidarid the Wining 

and waa rejected as logistically and 
technically suspect. Purping water ponds, I 

discharges,~wiil 
meet 
minimum repuirenurnts would 

this managamant 

Mining I 

nr. Seaborne September 
DBIS ~iollond 

1.0. AK880705-OU 

te&year purposes program is 
promote 

vol. XVX, 4.11.9. 
- -' ----ma ?y 81.11 

----ntina 

page 3. 
devotad 

stream syatar. narticularlv 

(0% 

- - - - - - - ---.---- ~--. .. 
that the design .an intagrat$ 

of hydrologists and fiah 
applicant has u d e  n w r o u s  carituntm deacribina -. - - -. - 
reclaimed atreus b. designed a d  furthir agreed 

apecific and pla: 
dravnings, ba srrbritted 

ASWClU perrit reviw snnr~111 nrior .- - - - - - - =---- - - 
4-217 

4-ZlSa, XP, Setion 4.07.1.4. 

?or outride ASHCRA permit area k rined durin( 
yearm the RIS rec-nd 

systau 
th. 

rec-nds tho designs 
streu reclamation k distributad 

forum rmviw c-nt these becam 

ara ra for 
;n:voi:ab;e loss productivitv reanltina the\ m 

paregraPh Bxtensive 

sediment 
atrears from 

.ad 

the state'# Auguat I987 
Auguat 21, 

Quality Contingency 
deaigns 

ha# 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 
mine ha; r e d r e d  

14. " '  

611 

Th. Surfacr 
spec es t at so ecte propartias 

":rbUr~en a d  int:rburden will b- tha I 12 

Application Map 4.01-27. 

- - - - - - -. - - 
topsoil.. ~ppiied top80il~will be i&rately 

XVI, 4.10.5. 
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Habitats. Edge habitat will k 

increased by creating irregular

and by overlapping plantings. See Application 

Vol. XVI, p. 


Page 6 6 ara h 2. 
established Surface 

and to 

Page 6 7 ra h 2. regard to the 

through the 
 process, 
 state 


supports habitat as a 
 of to 

for term 


wildlife 
 we 

specify the 


currently available. 


Paqe 
 3, 4 and 5. 

conveyor and
the conveyor access road, adjacent to 

haul road, regularly cleared of snow to 

use and minimize the 


We suggest that 

animals will 

congregate on the lain haul 

- . - -

paragraph 6. The PBIS should include documentation 

that birds associate large plastic balls with 

wires and or that other mitigative options are 

effective in preventing bird strikes. 


Paqe 


Paqe 
 paragraph 4. The proposal in the 
 that return 

to streams be managed to optimize 


was during 
 Surface 
 Permit 

process 
 complex


of 
 to sediment 

and resulting 

state water quality standards. 
need to be managed 


Imposition of
extensively to 


return flow defeat 

water quality strategy, and could result in 


water quality degradation. 

... 

Pa e 6-9 ara ra h 2. 	 A wetland restoration program was 

Surface Permit for the initial 


mine area. One of the of this 

to ground water recharge. See Permit Application 


Section 
 In addition, the applicant
creating
water recharge, -

Attnr- Rick 20 	 22, 1988 
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6-9, paragraph Throughout the Surface Mining Permit 
review, considerable attention has been to the 
rastoration of mined-out and tc. . 
insuring final reflects 
effort habitat specialists. The 

h w  the. 
wuld has 

that engineering design details, including
laps and will to the state through
the for and to 
construction. See Permit Application Vol. M I ,  pp.
through and Vol. 

areas the (to
11-30 of the operation), should 

reclamation of mined-out streu am a mitigation
option for loss of fish habitat. lor entire project 
life, the state detailed engineering
for to the interagency 

for technical and as 
available. 

Paqe 6-10, 2. mitigation and monitoring 

programs are presented throughout the Surface Wining Permit 

or metals contamination of adjacent
to prevent 

resulting 


operations.
subjected to comprehensive engineering reviews by the state 

Designs are state
the initial ten years of mine 

-of-the-art, have been 


(see final engineering report in 
 21, 

Decision). In addition, the 
 1987 Decision, 

Stipulation 6, requires a Water Plan, in 

the event that do not function as predicted. Beyond 

the ten year mine area, the applicant
selected sediment pond locations for the life of the mine.


tentatively 


see Permit 	 Vol. XIV, 


h 3. A mitigation program, to compensate 

the


Paqe 6-11 

of fish . from 

initial ten years of operations, been 

under the Surface Wining Permit. See Stipulation 
 August 

21, 1987 Decision. 


Page 614. paragraph 1, Soils. Wining Permit 
chemical and physical of 

the monitored after 
.. 

monitored. 
Permit Application, Vol. Section 

I 
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faators responmible negative 
revegetatioa colpreheneive supling 

v~l. 
Section 4.11.8.2 4.11.8.4. 

paragraph 3, requirements 
through Minim P e d t  which - - -- - - -- - - 

will sitisfp h e  mniioring 
r-ires 

program which effwt. 
Ridae mttina am.. ma - -  -.-. * ----- --- 

stipuiation bnitoring 
reclaimed a11 .oose/vehicle 

P e d t  Xp, 4-1151 
4-11Sp. 

the Permit, m 
rocomsand 

enhancement efforts 
croaaingm 

whether 

Page paragraph B~drol 
mzitoring seven 

Stream 2003 
XVII, 4-232 4-232.. 
August 21, Deoision. 

paragraph Hydro1 Surfaw Perrib 
requires a v e l u a ~ n  collected throuah I 

progrus, datekine 
whether obserwed changer prmdictions 

owration 
would basaflw). 

August 21, 

Page Uydrol 
nc u es ve groun water ronitoring.pro 
:as:s: :ate: impac?associated ffrst 

minin water 
vlll tot81 wells. 

Permit Vol. 4-233 1-2351. 

P w e  Qualit 
require. o! water 

the well 
streams. 

coaprahenaive the 

Attnl Seaborne September 22, 

2 Wo. AK880705-0% 

WPDW g.yit. S n  Permit XVII, 
pp. 4-232 throug 

Paqe ~aragrar~h 4, Biol ?or 
mine operations, e s & a l l y  a11 monitoring -. 

rat-ndd requird 
follwing the 

points raieed OBIS: 

m a 1  
se~nnt-related parauters vhich 

include suspendrd 
and 

hdload andlor sadfunt 

r*viev, 

4-233 4-236. 

BYdrolwic Data Stram 
Reac as. t pu o t l ugust 
,&n rEir:a :he ::atXti& of aF;dZonal 

station upstream 
distnrbncea. 

F i s h  fish 
years one 

salmon spawner anrvoys, silmonid 
atudies, aalmnid 

St-ipulation 13, Auqust 
XV. 4-851. 

-ocuuntation Aufeis etc. 
T h b  rec-ndation discossed the 

Permit, was included 
r*irement. 

been 

Permit XVII, 4-232. 

Piah 
~ h b  has am 

Sea 14 ,  
21, 

of 6.4.5 I -/Y 
Aspects)t why 

-14, Wildlife. Monitoring are 
. --

a 
of 

of 
collisions. pp.
through 

to 

6-14, 4, . 
at locations on 

pp. through 

6- . 
ground . 

Paae 6
already in place the Surface 

three of four listed ob actives. 
Stipulation 10 of the August 21, 1987 Decision 
moose monitoring will assess the 
mining activities on the lone 

also requires annual of wildlife use 
areas, and reporting of 
See also Application Vol. 

Por the areas not covered by Surface Mining 
additional monitoring progrus determine the 

auccass of habitat and wildlife 
of the conveyor. In addition, the total 

monitoring package will require evaluation to determine 
the monitoring is sufficient to evaluate the ongoing 

status of the Beluga area moose population. 

The Surface Mining Permit 
requires continuous f l w  
Lone Creek, and the Chuitna River. See Permit 
application Vol. See also 

of probable hydrologic consequences of the 
include impacts on stream 

15, paragraph 2, The Surface Mining Permit 
an ex ens ram, to 

with the 
Water levels, quality, and spoil 

This program is in 
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Permit, to determine the level of success achieved, and to the draft 

4 237. 

Application Vol 

identify for positive or 


trends. Additional will 

be required for bond release. See Permit Application 6-15. . 
XVI, and the 


the initial ten years of 
of the 


programs in this section are under the 

The addresses each of 
Surface Mining Permit. 

in the 


at on 

I
Measurements of Downstream Water 


will 

the receiving streams total solids, 

settleable solids, turbidity. Proposals to require 

monitoring of accumulation in 

stream gravels were considered during the Surface 

Mining Permit but were rejected for various 

technical reasons. See Permit Application Vol. XVII, 

pp. and 


Collection of on Unaffected 


continuous gauging on Lone Creek, of 

mine 


Stipulation 18, 1987 Evaluations. The required 
 monitoring

program for permit 
 through ten includes adult 


Page 6-15, 1, . The Mining 
end juvenile 

juvenile distribution 
an annual of date the 
 population estimates. 


surface end ground water monitoring to 
 See 
 21, 1987 Decision, See also 

any are consistent with 
 Permit Application Vol. pp. 4-85 through 


(which 

See Stipulation 
 Photographic of Pormation,


17, 1987 Decision. 
 was during review of ISurface Mining but 
 not as a 

monitoring

of stream and gravel temperatures has 

Instead, continuous monitoring 
required at 


10 
 three locations in lone Creek and Stream 2003. See 

years of 
 Application Vol. 
 p.

resaturation be monitored in a of 55 See 


Application XVII, pp. through 
 Monitoring of Utilization of Created Habitats. 

monitoring 
 been required 
 part of the fish 


6-15, paragraph 3, Water . Tha Surface Wining Permit Stipulation 
 August

extensive monitoring the quality of 

habitat mitigation program. 
1987 Decision. 


effluents fron mine drainage system, as as 

monitoring of tho receiving Page 6-16. We request clarification 
 item 
 (Socioeconomic 

many respects more then requirements of what kind of coordination is envisioned, and 
I 
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404 NPDBS the 
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requirement8 
Alaaka Water 

follw. 
the 

highgiven 

aquipent. be 10-15 mgll 
e 

coliform (if 
appropriate) 
diichirges. 

nnrrators 
- - r---..-mclv 

- --..* 

.trace 
c removed. 

ahould 
*There 

us. Seaborne 24 
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j)3 

addressel review 
tho 

L 

dafinqd. 

TS8, pB, 
solids SPA'S Pinal 

Sffluent 
Cat8gory (40 CFR Bwever, 

M C  
Criteria 14015-86-001) 

casms more CPR 
Additional1 atate el1 

inclod~ng baseflw and all 
in parmits 

of 
parrruters, wall w e t  

monitoring 
wttliag baseflow 

pemits sampling most 
parameters. Hwever, monitoring 

which flow 
measurements. 
ASWflU monitoring 

difficult, 

limits 
Mining 

NPDBS 

Each for 
.both darestic nondomestic wastewater. 

systems thesr 
water lachanism 

sukittal 
DSC 

plans 

DSC plan approval of 
---r-.tic vastwater (i.e. eediment - - - - - a -    tams mine 
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will it be restricted to community officials? We believe it 

is inappropriate to that village officials will be 

attuned to all local and that will 

always be passed on from officials to community residents. 

also that 
 (Subsistence and 

be revised to reflect coordination with and support of 

monitoring programs. 


Pa e The address given for DACC on this page (and 
 on 

sheet) is out of date and should be corrected. 


Page second reference. Thm correct title of 

lication The of 
 and Wildlife in 


Alaska. 


ON SECTION 
 and NPDSS 


stated in our general no is 
 in either 

the 
 or the permits of 
 need for a mixing zone in 

conjunction with discharges from sediment ponds serving the 

active mine site. Both the applicant's intent to use a mixing 


bzone and the contingency plan which the 

applicant should be described in these the 

certification of the State of Alaska to assure 

compliance with the Quality Standards. Additional 


comments apply to all four of 
Unless noted, the 


draft NPDXS permits. 

comments on the draft NPDSS permits 

source is incidental oil from the operation of heavy 
The proposed levels of oil and grease appear the 


If ths levels are expected to 
 a 

oil and grease, 
 hydrocarbon limit would be more 

appropriate. 


Limitations for flow, fecal and chlorine 

should be set for a11 sanitary waste 


References to amounts
g 
of floating solids, visibls 


foam and oil 
 greass should be In accordance with 

Alaska Water Quality standards the statement read, 


shall be no discharge of floating solids, visible 

foam or oil 
 grease which causes a sheen on the surface of 

the receiving water.. 


Chemicals and detergents are frequently used by equipment 

to wash down equipment. Additionally,


used in maintenance 
. ,.-

Attnr 
 Rick 
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State I.D. 

in the permits by requiring and approval of 

specific chemicals by SPA and DXC. 


"Cessation of the precipitation event* should be 


The limitations in ths permits for iron, and 

settleable are in accordance with 


Alaska Water Quality Standards (18 

and 434.63). 

Quality for Water (SPA 


Limitation Guidelines for the Coal Wining Point 
the 


70) which include the 

are still 


Source 434.45 


applicable and in some are 

434. the 

conditions 


stringent than 40 
standards apply under 

precipitation events 


include references to application 
as refermnced the permits. Thereform, the 

mixing zones for these 
should 


as as turbidity, in order to statm 

standards. 


The draft permits specify a required program for 

sampling pond effluent during conditions. 

The require weekly for 
 of the listed 


of effluent: flow is 

required on a daily basis. 
previous draft permits specified weekly 


This is a change from the 

In developing required monitoring via the 

review ths state found that daily flow is 


logistically expensive and, because the other 

water quality parameters are only sampled weekly, provides 

no additional assurance that effluent are being met. 

The state Surface 
 Permit reflects our finding that 

weekly monitoring of flow is sufficient and we recommend 

that EPA revise the permits to reflect weekly 

monitoring. 


authorizations 

discharge of 

of the four NPDXS permits include. 
and 


State regulations require approval of domestic wastewater 

to ensure discharges from systems will meet 


state quality standard*. The for this 

approval is the applicant's of engineering plans 

for 
 technical evaluation and approval. Prior to 

receipt, review, and approval of these plans, DBC cannot be 

certain that the domestic discharges vill meet state water 

quality standards. Therefore, DEC cannot issue the required 

401 Certificate for the NPDSS permits until the system 

have been approved. 


Additionally, state regulations require 
systems ponds). 


within the 
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area were submitted via the 
plans for the 

permit

application. 
 ponds outside 

the permit area not yet been submitted to 


prior to 
 plan approval, the 
 401 Certificate 

cannot be issued. 


Throughout the Phaee 
 permitting 
 has notified 
 of 

this 
 bas recently contacted 
 regarding

this. With prompt of the plans, 
 plan

approval and preparation of the 
 Certificates could be 


such that a delay in of the 

permits is not necessary. 


The 	 are specific to the two listed: 


-	 Part I. b. Sampling of 
 and grease 

(hydrocarbons), and iron should be as proposed 

previously in draft 


AX-004356-7 -
-	 Part I.B. If tho 

sediment ponds. 
housing area is designed properly, there 

should be no need This needs to be 

addressed before issuance. 


-	 Part TSS limits differ 
 other permits. 

sediment 
 serve only areas. (storm water) 

camparing-it with ore or placer mining is 

inappropriate. 


CONCLUSION 


This concludes the state's on the 
 We look 

to working with BPA and the COB on resolution and of 

the issues identified and review of an 
 and NPDES and 


which reflect this effort. As we discussed, 
 is 

available to 
 and the document to provide any 

further information on these and to 

coordinated resolution of the mitigation 


on the DEIS and to work 

with
We appreciate the opportunity to 

toward consistency between the federal and state 

permitting processes and decisions for the Diamond Chuitna 

Project. 
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RECEIVED 
The Beluga Coal Company anticipates over th is  

f ac i l i t y  o f  up 

would exceed the currently 

t o  5,000,000 metric tons annually. However. the combined 
Mr .  o f  both and additional projected ... . .Rick. 

Project Officer tons per design capacity 
o f  the extended pier.Environmental Protection YO-136 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, 98101 

Re: O i w n d  Chuitna Coal Project .. 
The following address u d e  i n  Section 

o f  the Chuitna Coal Project. - -(pages 3 9 and 3 12) o f  the Draft 
attention i s  directed t o  regarding North Foreland Noel Kirshenbas a possible s i te  for  the coal port considered i n  th is  project. 

The North Foreland location has an existing i e r  known as the 
Tyonek Pier !s 

which was used 1975 t o  t o  chips on ocean-
going as large as 40,000 This pier has been determined t o  be 
i n  good condition by consultants by Tyonek Native Corporation and 
Beluga Coal Company. 

t o  the analysis o f  the Tyonek Pier by Soros 
Associates, engaged various u r i n e  and englneerin 
consultants 

currents 

the Beluga Coal 
who have our with recent 

information on the t ida and ice conditions at the North 
site. I n  addition. preliminary design f o r  a 1,000 foot pier extension has 
been made .which w i l l  s i re  vessels requiring a d ra f t  o f  
50 feet o f  water. 

the anticipated construction o f  th is  p ier  extension, i t  i s  
evident that the l imitat ions of the existing p ier  are academic. as 
fender systems, structural f o r  a travel l ing shi loader, 
other requireoant for  loading o f  large vessels w i l l  be i n  the 
fac i l i t y .  The increased depth o f  water a t  the end o f  the pier extension w i l l  
resolve about of 

properly positioned 
at the berth. The p ier  extension and 

new berthing wharf w i l l  be to achieve the optimum
alignment for  the direction o f  ebb flood currents. 

The work performed for  the Beluga Company between 1986 and 

on pier extension, t i da l  current and ice forces, and on 

ing requirements. 

len t h  of 
confirm that the new North Foreland' fac i l i t y ,  

750 foot berthing wharf, 
having 


a to ta l  2,440 feet and a w i l l  have a 
capacity to  12,480,000 metric tons per year with a 
of the berth. I n  the marine bulk terminal industry, th is  percentage

i s  a conservative operating factor when measured 
design for bulk terminal berth 
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Slncerely. 

N O N E K  COMUMTION 

Seeborne 

M/S YD-136 
Bnvi ronrsn ta l  
1200 

WA 

KIS, NPDES 

nr.  Seaborne: 

t h e  Trustme8 Aleske and 
Alaaka Diemond 

NPDXS thank 
u8 exteneion of 

We would app rec i a t a  consents. 

very  t r u l y  youra.  

4 h A .  9 Q w c d d  
Saunders  

s t a f f  
T rus t ae s  Alaska 

Bares 
I e sue s  D i r o c t o r  
Alaska 
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Abska 

563-0707 

September 1988 

Protection Agency, 
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Pa: Project, Environmental 
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tried to encourage 

of of port 
Project. 
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of i n  
Project Draft to  on 

According to Draft three port 
or a11 port 
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project. Point 

therefore require 
could be from 
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order 

tor a 
end 

of new 
North Foreland 

wuld t o  
coal. 

The of 
therefore t o  

Point or 
neglected 
facility. enabling and 
believe the North Foreland 

for the 

dock, North 
end 

unfortunate 
could he u d e  

t o  
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Project. 

NATIVE 

September 14. 1988 

Rick 
EIS P r o j e c t  O f f i c e r  
Environmental Eva lua t ion  Branch, 

P ro t ec t i on  Agency 
S i x t h  Avenue 

S e a t t l s .  98101 

Re: Diamond Chuitna Coal Pro jec t  Dra f t  Permits 
and 404 Permit 

Dear 

Enclosed a r e  comments of f o r  t h e  
Center  f o r  t h e  Environment on t h e  Chuitna Coal 

P r o j e c t  KIS, permits  and 404 permit .  W e  you f o r  
g r a n t i n g  a two day the  August 13 ,  1988 deadline.  

U 

hear ing  your response to  our  

RECEIVED 
P a t t i  J. 

At torney  
f o r  

C l i f f  

Center  f o r  t h e  Inv i ronren t  

7 2 5  Drive. Suite 4 Anchorage. Alaska (907) 276-4244 
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area Ridgo mooae 
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oithor ho avoided mitigated by 

mino's boundarioa. 

OBIS makes asswnptions "[there is1 on0 [for 

mine1 theroforo mino loco- 

tion. DBIS DBIS ignoros 

bo adjustod. 

mino locstod uhero aro 
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socond tailuro this regard OBIS'S 
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rolation merkot have 
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mitigato offocta, DSZS's failure 

alternetives NSPA 

whether grandiose schow moro 

reclaim 

Essontially, tho OBIS limitod of 

rather 

onvisionod by NBPA. 

FOR 


ON TNL COAL 


I. 	 Statement 


Tho National Policy Act 


an environmental statement evaluate the 


environmental 
 federal actions and identify alterna-


tives to tho proposal. Tho Draft 
 tor the 


coal Project 
 not 	satisfy 
 its 


analysis is not thorough and is with 


miacalculotions, and unjustified 


ing ere some of tho more glaring problems 


A. 


Tho discussion of 
 Starters. 


tho 
 like 
 only 
 option 


the 
 since the coal deposit, and tho 


was fixed." 
 p. 3-1. The 
 completely tho 


possibility that the mine site could indeed 
 Ob-


viously. a coal 
 will be only there 
 coal 


reserves, but 
 coal 
 by Diamond far 


the for mining. Thus, it would 
 not At ell 


impossible to 
 of 
 And if doing 


would avoid or environmental the 


to consider these is a serious flaw in tho 


herd and quality end 


quantity impacts on tho It is possible 


or both of those could 


major rutting for the Lone 


or 
 adjust-


ing the 


A major in 
 is tho failure 


to consider timing changes as an alternative. Diamond plans to 


open large pita and cuts and 
 open 
 necessary in 


to demands. Tho DLIS should 
 considered 


a loss mining lor a vigorous end 


timely roclamation plan) that would disturb less land over a 


given period of time and it more quickly would avoid or 


mitigate impacts. 


is to considoration 
 tho 


mine plan as proposed by tho applicant, than on tho 


searching and thorough analysis 


Tho haul road to be unnecessarily wide. Why are 


/ foot 
 lanes and 
 foot wide shoulders Tho 


total width of the road including lanes. shoulders, embankments. 


and ditches appears to 
 about 
 -- more than for 

a four The 
 appears to be 


ly wasteful of gravel resources. and 
 in the 


much land than end tho of 


the difficult 
 reclamation. 


2 
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He 
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day.& must 
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he 
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claimed. 

baaed 
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g. P. certrinly 
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incorrmctly. fuel consump- 

tion 
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C. The conveyor end corridor seems 


A 200 foot wide 'greenbelt* is apparently plumed 


the conveyor. Diamond apparently plans to cleat this 


200 foot wide strip 
 timber for the 11-13 mile length 


corridor. 
 width of the cleared strip containing the 


roads and the conveyor is 400 feet. 
 is no 


justification for this wasteful use of resources and 


negative on the environment. 


D. The installation of a second road conveyor 


in addition to the superhighway 200 feet away does not appear to 


be justified. Diamond indicates that the conveyor road is 


needed to allow 
 the conveyor so as not to inter-


fere 
 haul road operations and vice versa. 
 ths conveyor 


is in operation, there should 
 no need for use the haul 


road. This inconsistency must be resolved. 


dust emissions from the conveyor do not 


have baen properly addressed. from 


this source are estimated at 8.4 tons per while total 


annual emissions for the coal stockpile to which this belt deli-


vers were estimated at 218.1 tons per year. or 26 times more at 


the stockpile. 
 believe that the conveyor emissions will be 


at least as high as the stockpile and probably higher. Moreover. 


this calculation is based on 99 trips per day even though Diamond 


Is planning on 311 trips per This calculation be 


rmworked based on the mine plan's projections. rather 


unrelated to 


Moreover. DKXS, in addition to the of 


rakes the unwarranted conclusion that par-


tially conveyors will dust emissions 


p.2-46). Unless the conveyors are totally enclosed. which we 


endorse. emissions not only somewhat 


lessened. 


Temporary overland truck coal haul fugitive dust 


sion calculations appear to incorrect. 


do not consider the size and peripheral velocity 


the wheels. This calculation is grossly in 


much greater than what is This calculation 


improperly 


ing on 311 Per day. 


G. emissions from temporary truck haul appear 


to be calculated The gallons per hour 


number is incorrect. The number of trips per day is incor-


rect. 


it is not clear whether the actual figure is 311 

or 331. DEIS 3-6 and 3-19. However. it is not 
99. 

5 
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The calculation as

error and will be 

is also 

on 99 trips a day. even though Diamond is plann



H. 

speed 

different 

diSplaY~d 

fenai 

ccmparison 

apeeds Xxamina- 

tion 

sscond 

MPR) 588 winter 

5.08 meter WPBI 

MPH. 

bs e8pty 

bs covmred 

from 

a ractified in 

NLPA. 

- -  - 4 . This 

States (0.g.. p. 1-45) 

washdown 

9-4, ares 

parking/storage tr8atment 

concern, nu8b.r 

closer. 

two RefUgSS Tyonek 

proposed sit. 5 miles 

are What 

the 

(1 

L. 

minimize 1 
n. 

There are a number of other errors and inconsistencies 


in the segment of the DBIS on dust emissions. The wind 


data for different sites is presented with units: 


Granite Point and the mine site's wind speeds are in 


meters Per second, while the Anchorage and 
 data are dis-


played in knots. This makes difficult. 


The validity of the emissions calculations based on nominal 


wind of four to six miles per hour is doubtful. 


of the Granite Point data shows that, during the winter. 


winds from the north and NNE average 4.1 meters per (13.1 


feet per second. or 11.8 
 for 
 of the season. The 


conveyor from Granite Point will return directly against the 


wind, thus adding its 
 velocity 114.7 
 to the wind 


velocity, for a combined relative velocity of 17.5 


Under these conditions the conveyor will 
 returning 


with loose dust on the conveyor, which will not 
 under-

neath. Prevailing winds in the fall, winter and spring are 

the N-NE approximately 702 of the time at Granite Point and about 

652 of the time at the mine site. Thus. the calculations of dust 

emissions have been seriously underestimated and the environmen-

tal impacts concomitantly discounted. 

This is 
 serious flaw. It must be 
 order to 


comply with 


I. The DEIS states that the Tuxedni National Wildlife 


. is 


incorrect. The Kenai National Wildlife Refuge is Addi-


tionally. 
 state Game at Beluga Flats and at 


are within 15 miles of the mine 
 and within 


of the proposed conveyor route. 


now are coal stockpiles to be protected from forest 


tires? 


J. The DBIS repeatedly 
 that drainage 


from shops. vehicle areas, etc., will be routed to 


sediment ponds with treatment facilities. However. according to 


Figure 
 the sediment pond closest to the mine service 


and vehicle area will not have a 


facility. This appears to be a significant discrepancy of serious 


given the of trucks and other vehicles to he used 


at this site. 


K. Dust suppression chemicals are mentioned at several 


points without ever defining exactly what these chemicals are. 


What 
 they? 
 will be their effect on the environment? 


How much and how often will 
 chemicals be used? What will be 


the effect of these chemicels on local groundwater? On local 


streams? On wildlife? On fish? 


Forested buffers should be maintained around coal stock-


piles to as much as possible the effects of winds. 
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Even Figure 5-7 shows 
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N. Why is sewage sludge being buried in the mine pit rather 


than being incinerated? 


0. The DBIS seems to lack discussion the potential 


water quality impacts coal trom the trestle and barge 


loading area into the which is inevitable, that the 


facility will not (in its present form) be totally enclosed. The 


failure to consider this and require mitigation is a 

serious flaw. since spillage of even a very percentage 

twelve million tons a year could very significant 

impacts on quality and aquatic life. 

P. The failure to consider the applicability the 


Clean Water antidegradation requirement to this project 


a significant in the analysis. 


On p. 2-14, the states that the generated at 


the mine facility will be treated and then to the 


housing where it will be discharged along with the 


from the camp. Why then is 019 for sewage from the 


(Draft Permit AX 


concluaione about compliance with Alaska 


water quality standards are baaed on inaccurate and 


must be rethought. instance. Alaska's standard for is 


between 6.5 and 
 with a 


conditions, 


Figure 5-7 assumes the standard 


Chapter 
 Clearly 


1500 


than natural 


errors. The 


curately redone. 


as it stands. however, 


will 


estimated 
 dissolved solids 


as 200 
 while 


Thus. the 


increase on some undatined 


are at several others that 


attempt to reconcile 


water quality standards with 


this project. 


unlawful for 
 to issue 


quality standards. 


The same sort of 


to the 


The 
 is completely 


struction of 


0.5 

6.5 -7. 

solids 

conditions. 

should -

For it 

high 

104 

frequency. And one of 

there 

are. The 

prediction 

course. 

-

the 

maximum change trom natural 

to 9.0, as stated in Figure 5

is 500, 18 

states that the standard is a 

natural amounts. but in no event greater 

These are only the most 

entire figure and ac

that Alaska's 

be violated. 

in the will be 

receiving water quality is 

will far exceed the 1/3 allowable 

parameters the DBIS does not project for 

does not 

potential violations of 

the favorable evaluation given to 

Beyond this failure of DEIS. it is, 

permits that will violate water 

analysis done hero for water also 

poorly analyzed groundwater section. 

silent about the excessive de

wetlands associated with this project. 



thsir impact the 
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DSIS's 

these require flaw 

NIIPA. 

11. NPDLS ~ermitm AK-004357-5, AK-004356-7. AK-003331-1. 
g&~K-OO4685-Q 

A. of psrmits include 

required 

Btfluaqf Limits 

402 

permits 

concerned failure 

coliform 

concern listed 

DEIS rigurss some these 

under technology- 

'-----• of Vetsr 

aa, matela). ere 

LPA's best 

judgment of 

18 M C  parar?ters 

t h o m  permits: 

1. Iecel coliform 

Oissolvsd (greeter ad1 

pH 1- 9.0). 

outfalla 

10. ~adioactivity 

(2 ug/l salmonid waters) 

12. 

facilities associated with this project could be, and therefore 


must be, redesigned to minimize 
 on 
 Wetlands in 


the area. For instance, 
 layout proposed 
 very 


inefficient and wasteful 
 The footprint 


facility can be decreased by 
 thereby minimizing the wetlands 


acreage that will be destroyed. The failure to consider 


impacts and to their mitigation is a serious 


that must be rectified if this project is to comply with 


None 
 the draft provisions for a Best 


Management Plan. as by the Clean Water Act. 


B. 


1. The permits do not include water quality based limits, 


as is required by Section 
 of the Clean Water Act. This is a 


serious omission that must be corrected before can be 


'issued. Specifically. we are about the to 


include limits for fecal and chlorine residual for the 


sanitary waste discharges, and the pollutants of 


in the 
 in 5-7 and 5-9. In addition, of 


parameters ought to be included in the permit 


based considerations since they are found in the discharge. BPA 


the Clean Act to 


(such 
 for instance, the If they 
 not included in 


effluent guidelines, then limits rust be set using 


professional 
 best available technology. 


In accordance with 
 70.020. the following 


must be added to listed in the draft 


2. oxygen than 7 
 for an anadramous 


stream) 


3. 
 range between 6.0 and 8.5 
 with a maximum 


change of 0.5 from natural conditions 


4. Turbidity 


5. Temperature 


6. Total Dissolved Solids 


7. Sediment 


8. Toxic and Other Deleterious Organic and Inorganic 


Substances 


9. Oil and Grease to a11 


(Radium 232 is a common constituent of 


coal). 


11. Total Residual Chlorine 
 in 


color 


13. The stipulations specifying 85% removal of BOD5 and 


TSS do not appear to be in conformance with Alaska Water Quality 


Standards. 




0 .  provieions 

of of M C  

C. muimur 

waste discharges, 

facilities. 

30,000 gpd. of 

vackaae Plant *this 

possibility 

0. EPA's Apply thi 

of Water syste8 

E. not at Outfall neceseery 
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sewage 1 
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considera- 

must. 
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nrceesary. Dia8ond mu?t 

f l  

The permits must be revised to include for 

compliance with the zones deposit requirements 18 

70.033. 

It is unreasonable of BPA not to set flow limits 


for the sanitary based on the capacity of the 


treatment Thus, for the housing camp discharge, the 


flow limit should be which is the capacity the 


Diamond intends to install. Failure to 


opens the of overloading the system and resultant 


violations of other limits. 


failure to antidegradetion requirement 


the Clean Act to this virtually pristine water 


violates the Clean Water Act. 


It is a11 clear why 019 is if 


the is correct in stating that the sewage from the mine site 


be piped over to the housing camp to be mixed with the 


and discharged there. 


Diamond's proposed facilities are not well designed to 


minimize the on wetlands. Given the of this 


project and the amount of wetlands to be filled, such 


tions be incorporated into the project. We realize that 


some of necessity. be destroyed if this project is 


to go forward. but there is no justification for permitting 


destruction of more wetlands than be 

required to redesign these facilities to minimize wetlands de-

struction. 
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anaura the paperwork &a axpditioualy. 

9.2.1.3 ( tnnaport .a t in)  Slx optiona wmrm l lstd t h r m  EIS each 
p rw d c o u  ud tha m ~ t nvirolumnt.lly mound ( p l p d  slurry) 

a l m u r l 4  dlamlaad tht 

3.2..1.b Thla dlmcuaau th l o d i n g  I.: c l l i t y  u truupo#atlon 
t!u convayor- ware th optlon. 

l i m t .  poaaiblm nvlrolumntal b u r d m  optioru ch0S.n 
d o u  tha mnv1fonuat.L h u r d a  Thla rbl. 00 8 h m  
that  Formland rt l o u t i o n  almlnatd..  Wlrl blast- lv 

Northam Cmoplwaical c-t -- Soptombar 9, 1988) a h a  that only tha 
northam tramportation rout.  an option. 

hblm cuaozy amm t m m p o r l t l o n  mod- hd atat-  tht 
re4 hvm htgh d v a n m  lmpct. Coal c 0 8 w  offlcialm h v a  a t a t d  

in  public meatins tht rod w l l l  ba umd tannaporbtion aomm 
time. 

Tabla u t r l x  l i a t i n g  l a p o t  t h n m  t ~ . p o I C . L o n  corrldon.0n 
tha Eaatmrn/Ldd l a  mhown hvm tha luat nmgtivm lnpmct. I 

Houmvmr. b l u t l n g  ty Northmrn Cmophymical Diuond Chultna h. ahown tht 
tho Northam/Ldd mute  is th prmfarrd polnf 

Yhllm the ovmnll p o t n t l a l  dvmna  L p c t .  wu jrrdgd hlehar 
the northmrn/Ladd w u  c lear  dlffamncm." (3-35) 
This a value Wmmmnt h.d 

4.4.4.2 *At prosant n a l d a  a p c i r  s ig l i f icant ly  axp lo i td  
th. proj.ct uu.' Cish .salmon) that  f i a h d  mlaauhara 

u tht .inin?.- m u tima tbir i i v r  u a-iw -ring .nu. Ifi 
4-38 Ul Documntarima in  1983 d 1984 ty A l - k .  Dmpartaent 

Flah Durn aub.oqumnt yman salmon rmtuns .  TNa 
underestlutmm tha prol l fmnt im 

4.6.2 s tudir r  wan donm polluted d in  
mining trumportation aream. 

4.7.2.5 ( ~ w u n l t y  a t t i t d e n  towud b o n d  ~hu l tna )  aurvey 1-1 
resident. ounan w u  Valum W m a t a  wmrm d m .  W.  

d m anothars Tyonmk r r l d m t a '  prlma l a  tha dmstructio a 
mowm f i a h  populations ud hbltat. B e l w  M ommn 

warm mantloned tha n S .  

w i f HaMtat lwa-  valua judgements w u  u d a  u tha 
re1ativm laport tha lw.. 

F 1 2  cues .  ba killad." (6.31.3) Thla 
ba constud aa d m f d  mooam ud bar ud neat. 

(watar Muond Chuitna offlclala hvm a t a t d  tha t  watmr 
muffmr 

(Marina h v i r o l u m h )  " R u n  ba tho urlnm 
v l r o m n t  w o c i a t d  tha mlnm minm f a c l l i t l e s . ~  Am alnlng affacta 
a t r e m a  ud Surfncm ud m u n d  watmr. & u r l n a  anvirnumt.. 
The watmr and Ilr a a u n  tht narlnm ud .11 

a m i r a u e n t .  ba affmcrd. 
5.3..b.l ( u i a a i o ~ u )  Tha ata ta  hu p t i t i o n d  chn6a  amiasiolu 
at.adrrdm. tht h v a  b a a  t N a  mining 80 on7 
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